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SENATE. 
MoNDAY, Ju"l;y 10, 19~~

(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

BEINTERMENT OF SOLDIER DEAD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
a communication from the Quartermaster General of the Army, 
inclosing a list of American soldier dead returned from ·over
seas to be reinterred in the Arlington National Cemetery 
Thursday, July 13, 1922, which will lie on the desk of the 
Secretary for the information of Senators. 

DISTRIBUTION OF SPEECHES BY FEDERAL RESERVE IJANKB. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
a communication from the governor of the Federal Reserve 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to Senate Resolution 308, let
ters from the Federal reserve banks of Cleveland, Chicago, and 
Kansas City, which will be printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. McLEAN. 1\Ir. President, on Saturday last other replles 
to the so-called Heflin resolution were received, and on request 
of the junior Senator from Alabama (Mr. HEFLIN] the order 
for printing tl1ose replies was rescinded in order to await the 
receipt of replies from other banks, that all the replies might 
be printed together. I inquire how many replies have been re
ceiYed from the banks, numbering 11 in all? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Only six replies have been received. 
Those replies will, therefore, be held in anticipation o-f the re
ceipt of the rest. 

CALL OF THE ROLL. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I uggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 
T ile reading clerk called the roll and the following Senators 

au ;wered to their names: 
Ashurst GQoding McLean 
Borah Harris McNary 
Brandegee Harrison Moses 
Bursum H efUn Nelson 
Calder Johnson New 
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. Newberry 
Capp~r .Jones, Wash. Nicholson 
Cara way Kellogg Norbeck 
Colt Kendrick Odelle 
Culberson Keyes Overman 
Curtis Ladd Pepper 
du Pont La Follette Phipps 
Ernst Lodge Poindexter 
F ernnld Mccumber Ran sdell 
Fra n ce M cKinley Robinson 

Shep pa.rd 
Simmons 
Smith 
Smoot 
8pencer 
Sterling 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Watson, Ind. 
Willis 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-eight Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 

APPOINTMENTS BY EXECUTIVE ORDER. 

Mr. HARRISON. l\lr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the inquiry. 
l\lr. HARRISON. On the calendar day of April 24 the Sen-

ate passed a resolution (S. Res. 258) requesting the President 
of the United States to furnish to the Senate tbe names of 
persons appointed by Executive order since the 4th day of 
March, 1921, and the reasons therefor. Has there been any 
response to that request, may I inquire? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There has been no response, as the 
Chair is advised. 

Mr. HAilRISON. Mr. President, nearly three months have 
ela ped since the Senate of the United States passed the reso
lution. It was a reasonable request. The request merely 
sta ted that the Senate de ired the names of per sons who had 
been appointed by tbe President of the United States since· the 
4th of March of last year through Executive order where ex
cept ions had been made to the civil-service rules, and the 
ren .;ons therefor. When the Senate passed the resolution, and 
it was p ..... ssed unanimously, of course many of us thought there 
were a good many of such appointees who had been excepted 
from the civil-service rules. We did not think, however, it 
w ould take more than three or four days to get the informa
tion to the Senate. We knew there was Marion, Ohio, and 
some other places, but I had no idea and I am sure no other 
Senator had any idea that the list was so long that it would 
tak ~ three months to prepare the list. 

It may be that it requires a good deal of time to get some 
reasons for the appointments which were made under excep
tions to the civil-service rules, but the Sen1}te is entitled to be 
respected by the President of the United States, the same as he 
would have the Senate respect him. I submit that a resolu
tion passed three months ago by the Senate of the United 

·. 

States unanimously making such a simple reque t should be 
heeded. 

I submit that unless some report is made to the Senate within 
a reasonable time other action upon the part of the Senate, if 
it can be taken-anything from mandamus to quo warranto 
proceedings-should be instituted to extract from the President, 
if possible, this large list of names Of those who have been 
appointed through Executive order in violation of the civll
service rules, and the reasons therefor. If there were no 
reasons for the appointments, then the Senate is entitled to 
know that. If there were reasons, whether good or bad, then 
certainly the President has had sufficient time to give them. 

PETITIONS AND MEMO°RtALS. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a resolution adopted by the Gen
eral Federation of Women's Clubs at Chautauqua, N. Y., pro
testing against the passage of House bill 8086, to prohibit the 
shipment of filled milk in interstate or foreign commerce in its 
present form, and suggesting amendments thereto, which was 
referred to the Committee on Agricp.lture and Forestry. 

He also presented memorials of the American Bank of Com
merce & Trust Co., of Little Rock, Ark., and the 0. K. Houck 
Piano Co., of Memphis, Tenn., remonstrating against a reduc
tion of zone rates on second-class mail matter, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. TOWNSEND presenteq petitions of sundry citizens in the 
State of Michigan praying that only a moderate rate of duty 
on kid gloves be imposed in the pending tariff bill, which were 
referred to the Committee on Finance. · 

Mr. POINDEXTER presented numerous petitions of various 
lumber and hingle companies and sundry citizens in the State 
of Washington, praying for inclusion in the pending tariff bill 
of a duty of 50 cents per thousand on imported shingles, which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED. 

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By :Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 
A bill ( S. 3803) amending section 2 of the act entitled "An 

act making appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1921, and for other purposes," approved 
Jtme 4, 1920; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. BORAH: 
A bill ( S. 3804) granting an extension of time for the repay

ment of construction charges on reclamation projects ; to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill ( S. 3805) to confer jurisdiction upon the CoUrt of 

Olaims to ascertain the cost to the Southern Pacific Co., a cor
poration, and the amounts expended by it from December 1. 
1906, to November 30, 1907, in closing and controlling the break 
in the Colorado River; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. POINDEXTER: 
A bill (S. 3806) fixing the salary of the United States dis

trict attorney for ·the western district of Washington; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

A bill (S. 3807) directing the resurvey of certain lands; to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

A bill ( S. 3808) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
investigate and report to Congress upon the Columbia Basin 
irrigation project; to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla
mation. 

By Mr. WATSON of Indiana: 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 220) authorizing the Secretary 

of War to loan certain cot.s, blankets, tents, chairs, etc., to the 
executive committee of the American Legion for the Depart
ment of Indiana for use at the State convention of the Ameri
can Legion to be held at Terre Haute, Ind., September 25, 26, 
and 27, 1922 ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 
A joint resolution ( S. J. Res. 221) providing payment of 

judgment in favor of Robert L. Owen and associates in the 
case known as the Mississippi Choctaws Case No. 29821, Court 
of Claims (with an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

THE TARIFF. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu
late commerce with foreign countries, tl> encourage the indus
tries of the United States, and for other purposes. 

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. McCU1\ffiER. I ask tbat the Senate now consider para
graph 713, page 102, eggs of poultry. 

.I 
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T~e VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments to paragraph 713 
will be stated. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Finance in para
graph 713 was, on page 102, line 6, before the word " cents." to 
strike out the numeral "6 " and to insert the nume1.·al " 8," so 
as to read: 

PAR. 713. Eggs of poultry, in the shell, 8 cents per dozen--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, there are three 

amendments proposed . by the Senate Committee on Finance to 
paragraph 713. I shall discuss all of those amendments together 
and not take the time of the Senate to discuss eacbt amend
ment separately, so that when the discussion is over we may 
vote immediately upon all three amendments. 

The Senate committee amendment proposes to increase the 
duty on eggs in the shell from 6 cents, as provided in the House 
bill, to 8 cents per dozen ; on whole eggs, egg yolk, and egg 
albumen, frozen or otherwise preserved, from 4 cents to 6 cents 
per pound; and on dried whole eggs, dried egg yolk, and dried 
egg albumen, from 15 cents to 18 cents per pound. Under the 
Underwood law eggs µi the Shell were on the free list; on eggs 
frozen or otherwise prepared a duty of 2 cents per pound was 
imposed; on frozen or liquid egg albumen there was a duty of 
1 cent per pound; on dried whole eggs a duty of 10 cents per 
pound; on dried egg yolk a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem ; and on 
dried egg albumen a duty of 3 cents per pound. So that it is to 
be observed that paragraph 713 retiresents a proposed increase 
of 200 per cent over the Underwood rates on frozen or other
wise prepared eggs and a jump from the free list to 8 cents per 
dozen on eggs in the shell. 

Under the Payne-Aldrich law all eggs, with the eixception of 
dried eggs, were dutiable at 5 cents per dozen ; dried eggs were 
dutiable at 15 cents per pound, egg yolk at 25 per cent ad valorem, 
and egg albumen at 3 cents per pound. It is to be observed, 
therefore, that the proposed increase in the duty on eggs in the 
shell in paragraph 713 over the Payne-Aldrich rate represents 
an increase of 60 per cent, and the proposed increase of the 
duty on dried eggs over the Payne-Aldrich rate represents an 
increase of 20 per cent. 

The egg problem is largely confined to frozen eggs. There 
are practically no imports of consequence into this country of 
eggs in the shell. There has been a growing increase of im
portations of frozen eggs from China. So that the duty which 
is likely to most affect prices is the duty upon preserved or 
frozen eggs. 

It will not be amiss to consider briefly the imports and ex
ports of eggs. The domestic production of eggs in 1919 was 
1,577,000,000 dozen, valued at $641,000,000. Our average im
ports are about 2,000,000 dozen and our average exports are 
about 30,000,000 dozen. Imports come mainly from China, but 
it is to be noted that even during the years of the operation 
of the Underwood tariff the imports in comparison to produc
tion were more than offset by our exports. Our imports do 
not average one-seventh of 1 per cent of our production. Our 
main imports are in frozen, dried, or otherwise preserved eggs, 
of which we export practically none. Imports of frozen and 
dried eggs come from China and are used by wholesale bakers 
and confectioners. In 1920 we imported 9,000,000 pounds of 
frozen whole eggs, 9,000,000 pounds of frozen or dried egg yolk, 
and 3,000,000 pounds of frozen or liquid egg albumen. 

The reason advanced for the proposed increased rates, in
creases over the Payne-Aldrich law and over the House rates, 
is the removal from the domestic market of the competition 
of frozen eggs which come from China. It is to be noted that 
we import comparatively few eggs in the shell, and that our 
imports consist mostly of egg products. TP,e producers of eggs 
urge a high duty on egg products in order to force the con
sumers to use domestic eggs in the shell. They think this is one 
step toward getting a monopoly of the domestic market on eggs 
and egg products; that shutting out importations of frozen 
eggs . and egg products will stimulate the domestic industry 
and lead to a greater demand for eggs in the shell and conse
quently higher prices. 

The domestic production of frozen eggs and egg products bas 
not up to the present time taken care of tbe demand, and pro
duction could be increased, it is urged, if imports were shut out. 
We have had to import frozen eggs in order to take care of the 
demand, chiefly on the part of the bakers and confectioners of 
the colll}.try. It is claimed, however, if frozen eggs and egg 
products were eliminated from competition in the domestic 
market that the industry would be developed here, that there 
would be a greater demand for eggs in the shell, and that in 
time the domestic market could take care of the demand for 
necessary egg products. 

The industries engaged in the production of frozen eggs anrl 
egg products are located in the Middle West. Those industries 
are separate and distinct from the agricultural industries, and 

in my opinion the farmer can derive no benefit from the high 
rates upon eggs and egg products proposed by the committee. 
The middlemen, who buy the eggs from the farmer and who 
have established manufacturing plants so as to freeze eggs 
and to extract and put upon the market egg products, may be 
beneficiaries of this protective tariff, because the rate is so 
high that the importation of these products will be almost 
prohibited and the confectioners and bakers of the country will 
be dependent upon these middlemen for their supply of ·egg 
products. 

The . drying of eggs is a factory process involving very heavy 
overhead expense. The imposition of a high duty will be a 
serious burden to the users of dried eggs and will be reflected 
in increased prices for pie, pastry, cakes, and confectionery. 

It is claimed that with a duty which will practically shut 
out imports .of egg produ.cts the demand for shell eggs will be 
increased and that there will be reflected a corresponding benefit 
to the farmer by an increased price; yet our annual production 
has always been more than our consumption, and we have 
exported considerable quantities of eggs, while the importations 
of eggs in the shell have been negligible and have largely been 
eggs sold along the Canadian border. 

There is very little difference between the price paid for the 
Chinese frozen eggs· delivered in New York and the frozen 
eggs produced in this country delivered in New York. The 
bakers claim that they will be unable to get sufficient egg prod
ucts to take care of the demands of their business, and they are 
therefore very insistent in their opposition to the high rates 
provided in paragraph 713 of this bill. 

Mr. W A.LSH of Montana. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ooom in the chair). Does 

the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator from 
Montana? 

l\Ir. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should like to inquire of the 

Senator from Massachusetts how far the principle of the dif
ference in the cost of production here and abroad enters into 
these rates! Take the eggs in the shell, on which a duty of 8 
cents a dozen is imposed. From where do the eggs in the shell 
come which are imported into this country? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. From Canada. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. And does it cost 8 cents a dozen 

more to produce eggs in this country than it does to produce 
them in Canada? 

Mr. W A.LS'H of Massachusetts. I think not. There are also 
some eggs imported from China in the shell, but the quantity is 
negligible. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. How do they come in the shell? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. They are imported as case 

eggs. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. As case eggs from China? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; they are transported 

in refrigerators. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. What evidence is there showing 

the difference in cost of production of eggs in this country and 
in China! 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no evidence at all. 
There is some evidence that the Chinese eggs sell at a cheaper 
price. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. So that really the rate proposed 
represents an arb·trary figure merely imposed for the purpose 
of prohibiting imports, does it not? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no doubt about that, 
and that is true of nearly all of the commodities in the agri
cultural schedule. 

l\Ir. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Montana what was the question he addressed to the Senator 
from Massachusetts? It was impossible to hear him over here. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was very desirous of ascertain
ing how far the principle of the difference in the cost of pro
duction here and abroad has entered into the items of this 
particular paragraph, and I inquired of the Senator from 
Massachusetts from what country we import eggs in the shell? 
He tells me from Canada. 

Mr. JOHNSON. And also from China. 
l\fr. W A.LSH of l\1ontana. Exactly. I inquired if it cost 8 

cents a dozen more to produce eggs in this country than in 
Canada. The Senator from Massachusetts then informed me 
that we also import eggs in the shell from China, and I in
quired of the Senator what evidence there is to show that 8 
cents is the difference in the cost of production of eggs in this 
country and in China. 

Mr. JOHNSON. The difference is even greater than that; 
and if the Senator will glance at the testimony taken before 
the Senate Finance Committee--

. ' 
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l\!r. WALSH of Montana. The testimony of cost of produc

tion? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Where can I find the testimony 

concerning the cost of production? 
Mr. JOHNSON. I have before me the tariff hearings be

fore tbe Committee on Finance of the Senate, page 2862. 
l\1r. WALSH of Montana. Just what does that testimony 

show as to what the cost of producing a dozen eggs in China is? 
Mr. JOHNSON. In a word, the difference between 6 cents 

and 25 cents. 
Mr. WALSH of l\fontana. What is the testimony concerning 

the cost of production of eggs in China? 
Mr. JOHNSON. I think substantially 6 and 8 cents in 

China, as against 25 cents in this country. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I should like 

to call the attention of the Senator from Montana to some 
statements made with regard to e~gs and egg prodacts in the 
Tariff Information Sarvey on the articles in paragraphs 203 
and 204 of the tarilr act of 1913. That survey comments upon 
the difference in the price of eggs :from China and eggs sold in 
the American market that are produced here in America. The 
paragraph to which I refer reads as follows : 

During that season-
Referring to the season of 1921-

frozen~egg products prepared in one of the largest factories in China and 
landed in New York, all charges paid (customs included) we-re slightly 
over 2 cents per pound cheaper tha.n similar products prepared in a 
large breaking plant in the Central West and delivered at New York. 

This report says that there was a difference of 2 cents per 
pound in frozen eggs. The House proVisions of this bill :fix a 
tariff duty of 4 cents per pound on frozen eggs. The Senate 
Finance Committee has increased that to 6 cents per pound. 
How can this be defended in View of the information as to the 
difference in cost at New York7 

l\fr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senat(}r from Massa
chusetts yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire to finish my state
ment about this matter. In the face of the information that 
there is a difference of 2 cents, the Senate Finance Committee 
proposes to fix: the rate here at 6 cents per pound. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from California? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I wanted, with the Senator's permission, to 

furnish to the Senator from Montana the information that he 
desired : First, in the testimony of Knox Boude that is found 
at the page that I suggested ; secondly, the detailed information 
that was given by Prof. James E. Rice, representing the Ameri
can Poultry Association, Ithaca, N. Y., found at page 2877. 
Therein wm · be found the details that the Senator from Mon
tana doubtless d~sires, and the answer to any question he may 
wish to put respecting the difference in cost. 

In addition to that, let me correct-unless I misunderstood 
the Senator from Massachusetts-a statement of his respecting 
the place or the country from which eggs now come in com. 
petition to us. The principal place with which we come in com
petition now is China. 

l\'.Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I stated that particularly 
about dried eggs. 

l\lr. JOHNSON. Then I did not hear the Senator. I mis
understood the answer. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no doubt at all 
about the fact that egg products are imported from China. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ma~a

chusetts yield to the Senator from North Dakota 7 
l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 

North Dakota. 
l\lr. McCUMBER. Will the Senator allow me to put in a 

single paragraph of the statement of the Tariff Commission 7 
l\Ir. WALSH of Ma sachusetts. Will the Senator wait until 

I get through? I desire to finish my remarks on this subject. 
Mr. McCUMBER. This is simply on the question of the 

difference in cost, which the Senator was discussing. 
1\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That will, no doubt, be in 

order after I have completed my statements.· I am practically 
through now. 

Mr. l\IoOUMBER. Certainly; I will wait. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, from the in

formation at hand these high rates are not justified. It any 
benefit accrues to anybody, it is going to accrue to the so-called 
middleman ; and the information which the Tariif Commission 

furnishes to the Finance Committee is to the effect that there 
ls not such a dllierence in the price of Chinese eggs as com
pared with the domestic eggs as to warrant this very great 
increase in the price of eggs and egg products-an increase of 
200 per cent over present law. 

I ask that two letters with reference to the proposed rates 
on eggs and egg products be inserted in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it ls so 
ordered. 

'l'he letters are as follows : 
FROZJIN :&GOS, 8VAPORAT!lD EGGS. 

WA.SHI TGTON, D. c., JuM 15, 192!. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

Umtea States Senate, WtJ&Mngton, D. O. 
D'llAR S:mNATOR: Permit me to offer a suggestion relative to th& 

tarilf on the above-mentioned items, in which I believe the Senate 
committee has been ·persuaded to make a mistake that might prove 
very costly. It has increased the rates 140 to 700 per cent, and I doubt 
whether you can afford to do it. 

My clients tell me that the proposed rates would be absolutely pro
hibitive, anCI that if they a:re insisted upon it will totally obliterate ou:r 
commerce in these products. But leaving them out entirely, an em
bargo of these commodities would seriously affect certain lines of 
food production and some very considerable American industries de. 
pending thereon. It should not be done. 

It should be noted that frozen and evaporated eggs are simply raw 
materials used in manufacturing. and only by bakers of commercial 
importance in a few of the big industrial centers. They never come 
in competition with the domestic egg in the home. To thls extent 
they are noncompetitive. The bakers say they have no facilities for 
breaking and testing eg~s, and that they would simply have to curtail 
their produ.ction if deprived of these prepared eggs. 

A rate of 2 cents per pound on frozen and of 7 cents per pound on 
evaporated eggs would be fair and reasonable. It would yield a good 
revenue and help American industry, besides aiding the physical well
being of millions. 

Any considerable increase over these rates will (1) put the im
porters entirely out of business, (2) curtail the productiveness of 
many big manufacturing establishments, (3) react detrimentally upan 
about 50 per cent of American families, and (4) result in cakeless 
dinner pails everywhere, besides (5) decreasing the revenue of the 
country, and nll without the slightest compensatiDg advantage to any 
of the people. I don't believe you want to do it. 

Very sincerely yours, 
C. E. RICHARDSON. 

NllW BmDl!'ORD, MASS., May 16, 1m. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

United States Senate, Wa8hington, D. O. 
D:llAR Srn : We understand that a tariff bill (H. R. 7456) is now 

being debated in the Seuate, and I desire to call to your attention cer
tain matter in it which, if passed, would be a decidei:l hardship on our
selves and all others in our industry. If we are correctly informed, 
increases in the tariff as follows are outlined in this bill : 

Per cent. 

~~~~~~~~~==::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~gg 
Lemon and orange oiL------------------------------------- 200 

~~:n:a ~~':i~s-=======================:================= ~~g Shelled walnuts--------------------------------------------- 200 
Cocoa butter, a very large increase, figures of which we have not at 

hand. 
All of these materials are used largely in our business, and the 

increases outlined would materially affect an industry which has been 
struggling for a year and a half past to keep its head above water. 

I doubt if any of the four 'B~alled independent cracker baking com
panies In the State of Massachusetts have shown any profits at all in 
that period, and while not having any desire to shirk any responsi
bilities, it does seem as though an increase in tariff of the size appar
ently contemplated would be a burden almost too heavy to bear. 

We earnestly request you to un your great influence to the end 
that we may be relieved from this proposed burden. 

Yours very truly, 
SNllLL & SIMPSON BISCUIT Co., 
EDWARD H. WHITMAN, Ge~rai Manager. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator from Massa
chusetts says th.at these high rates are not justified. Undoubt
edly, from the standpoint of those who want to get their eggs 
cheaper, they may not be justified, but from the standpoint of 
those who produce eggs and sell them in the United States I 
think they are amply justified. I do not know anyone in the 
farming business or in the poultry business who is making an 
unreasonable return upon his investment in poultry. I do not 
think they are making as much in percentage upon their capital 
invested as are the bakers and those who consume the product 
of the American poultry :tarms. 

The Tariff Commission report says, on page 661 : 
In China 2 to 3 dozen can be bought at seaports for the price of 

1 dozen here. 
From 2 to 3 dozen can be purchased at Chinese seaports for 

the price of 1 dozen in the United States. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President--
Mr. McCUMBER. Now, Mr. President, if that be true, in 

view of the fact that China iS a good-sized country, there is 
ample opportunity for an enormous development of the Chinese 
trade and the destruction of the industry in the United States, 
wh~re it costs from two to three times as much as in China. 

I yield to the Senator from Montana. 
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1\Ir. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I notice that the 
following sentence appears in connection with the statement 
just read by the Senator: 

When carefully selected and handled, these eggs can be placed on 
the American market and sold to bakers, who use principally cheaper 
grades known as "seconds." 

That is to say, that out of these eggs that you encounter in 
the Chinese seaports, when you select them-of course, that 
means, when you throw out the ones that are more or less 
tainted-- ' 

Mr. McCUl\fBER. Oh, no, l\Ir. President; I want to correct 
the Senator there. It does not mean when you throw out any 
of them. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And then when you bring them 
across the ocean to San Francisco-and I observe that New 
York is the principal market for them-they are there sold 
as seconds to bakers who make use of them. The context leads 
one to the conclusion that the eggs are not of very high char
acter; and, as some one has said, if an egg is bad at all, it is 
useless. 

l\Ir. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator made a state
ment there that the record will not bear out at all, namely, 
that those which are not carefully selected are thrown away. 
That is not the case at all. They are carefully selected. Those 
of the better quality are used directly and sold as eggs in the 
shell. The others are not thrown away at all. They are 
dried or preserved in other manners, and are used also by the 
bakers. There is no evidence anywhere that the1·e is any 
waste whatever in the eggs that are brought over. Of course, 
if an egg came over rotten, I presume it would be thrown away; 
but there is no evidence of anything of that character. So we 
get right down to th is proposition: The cost of production in 
Ch ·na is about one-third the cost of production in the United 
States. Of that we ha. ve direct evidence. The selling price 
at the ports in China is about one-third of the selling price of 
the American egg. as shown by the tariff reports. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. However that may be, it appears 
that the foreign competition is not substantial, as represented 
by the following figures: During 1920 there were 1,708,701 
dozen eggs introduced :nto this country, of a value of $617,909, 
and there were 38 000,000 dozen exported from this country. 
The total production ran to something like 1,575,000,000 dozens, 
and the imports amounted to 1,708,000 dozens, or less than one
half of 1 per cent. 

l'.1r. l\fcCUl\fBER. Yes, Mr. President. Cuba gives us a dif
ferent·al, I believe, of 20 per cent, and that enables ~s to ex
port heavily to Cuba; and we export to Canada a certain class 
of very high-grade eggs, which are reexported to England. 

Now, let us get the proportionate figures. 
In 1913 Canada imported 16,894 dozen eggs into this country. 

That was under the Payne-Aldrich bill. China imported 95,639 
dozen. In 1921 Canada had increased her 17,000 to 763,000 
in round numbers, and China had increased her 95,000 to 
1,348,000 dozen in round numbers. That shows a pretty rapid 
progress in the introduction of the Chinese egg, and to some 
extent also of the Canadian egg, and it certainly justifies the 
duty we have placed upon eggs in the shell of 8 cents per dozen. 
Of course, we can buy eggs cheaper for the benefit of these 
bakers if we will allow the American producer to go out of 
business and the Chinese producer to supply the American mar
ket; but with this protection we do not expect that we will in
crease the Chinese importation at the expense of the American 
producer. 

Now, l\Ir. President, I simply want to place in the RECORD 
the equivalent ad vaforem duty. · 

In 1921 the imports amounted to 3,062,518 dozen eggs, valued 
at $922,839, or 30 cents per dozen. On the basis of 30 cents per 
dozen the 8 cents per dozen rate is equal to 27 per cent ad 
valorem. Compared with the ad valorem given in every other 
line of industry it will be found that this is much below the 
average. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, for the fur
ther information of the Senator from Montana I want to call 
his attention to Table 1, summary of trade in eggs and egg prod
ucts, on page 14 of the Tariff Information Survey on eggs and 
egg products. The Senator will learn from that table that the 
proposition briefly is this, to eliminate the importation of eggs 
and to continue the exportation of eggs, to keep from buying 
anything abroad, but to let out of America everything that we 
possibly can sell to the world. This table shows that the value 
of the imports of eggs and egg products has never exceeded the 
value of the exportations of eggs and egg products. The figures 
for the year 1919 show that the imports of eggs and egg prod
ucts were valued at $3,885,387, while our exports were valued 
at $12,785,000. In the year 1920 the imports of eggs and egg 

products were valued at $12,991,000. The value of the domestic 
eggs and egg products exported was $19~431,000. The following 
year, 1921, the imports _were v.alued at $10,000,000 and the 
exports at $11,452,000. 

This table shows that there is no serious competition, that 
our export business has al ways been worth more than the small 
amount of imports which are shipped into the country. The 
committee amendments are based upon the theory that by in
creasing these high duties we will entirely shut out the imports, 
we will stop everybody from selling to us, but we will retain the 
business we are doing with the outside world, and perhaps in
crease it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. This matter of a duty on eggs is 
a .question in which I have no interest at all. I do not imagine 
it amounts to anything. I can not conceive that the importa
tion of the inconsequential amount of eggs or egg products into 
this country, which the information before us shows comes in, 
can really be an element in the fixing of the price of eggs 
throughout the country. That it may affect some one producing 
eggs in California, where t1ley come in immediate competition 
with the eggs from China, may possibly be true, but so far as 
the country at large is concerned, it is an inconsequential mat
ter. I simply spoke of it to show that the claim that these 
rates represent the difference in the cost of production here 
and abroad is just a pretense, without any foundation whatever. 

I have before me the testimony referred to by the Senator 
from California, and if I interpret it correctly, it does not at 
all sustain the contention he makes that the evidence shows a 
difference in the cost of production between this country and 
China of 8 cents, or any other amount. I have before me the 
testimony to which he referred, and I do not find anything in 
it to show the cost of producing eggs either in this country or 
abroad. The gentleman to whom he referred said: 

We always figure the cost of producing eggs at 25 cents a dozen. 
That is all there is on that subject, so . far as the United 

States is concerned, so far as I can discover. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President---
Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator will pardon me, 

Mr. Boude said : 
I am going to put in evidence in a few moments the pre-war prices 

of sending Chinese eggs as reported by our consuls. Here is a report 
of an investigation made by the University of Oregon. It shows that 
tnt \:usu~ Defore tll.e war were from 2 to 6 cents per dozen as paid by 
exporters over there, or importers here, whichever way you wish to 
put it. 

Mr. JOHNSON. l\fr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 

Senator from California? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield? 
l\1r. JOHNSON. I was endeavoring to furnish the testimony 

to the Senator, .who thought there was no testimony upon the 
supject. Be now has had an opportunity, during the debate, 
to look at the testimony of one witness. If he will take the · 
trouble to look at the testimony of the other witn~ss, Professor 
Rice, he will see the costs mapped out in the various charts. 

It is unfortunate in debat.ng a proposition· of this sort that, 
first, there shall be a statement that there is no testimony of 
any sort; then, when the Senator has had three or four min
utes in which to investigate some of the testimony, he shall 
reach a conclusion upon that without looking at the rest of the 
testimony. 

I commend to him, not at this time, because it is no time for 
us to be reading for the first time testimony with which we 
ought to be familiar, the tariff hearings, the testimony taken 
before the Finance Committee, where be will find answered in 
detail and definitely every single query he can put. But I beg 
him not to take the time to ascertain it now, upon the floor, in 
a matter in which he says he is not interested at all; but sub
sequently, during hrs leisure hours, if he will peruse what has 
been sa!d by Professor Rice about the egg, doubtless there will 
be an .illumination upon the subject that will be charming to 
him, and that will make it unnecessary, without adequate in
formation, for him to indulge in h is animadversions. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I looked at the source indicated 
by the Senator, and I was not able t o find the information which 
he said I would find. Of course, it may be somewhere else. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next ameridment of the committee was, in paragraph 

713, page 102, line 9, to strike out " 4 " and insert " 6 " ; and on 
line 10, to strike out " 15 " and insert " 18 ", so as to read : 

Whole eggs, egg yolk, and egg albumen, frozen or otherwise prepared 
or preserved, and not specially provided for. 6 cents per pound ; dried 
whole eggs. dried egg yolk, and dried egg albumen, 18 cents per pound. 

The amendment w~s agreed to. 

• 
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Mr. McCUMBER. I ask that we now go to page 110, para-

graph 757-peanuts. . 
The first amendment of the committee, in paragraph 757, 

was, page 110, line 23, to strike out " 3 cents " and to insert 
in lieu thereof "three-fourths of 1 cent," so as to read: 

Peanuts, not shelled, three-fourths of· 1 cent per pound. 
.Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, ::: desire to 

call attention to the fact that there has been a very great 
reduction made in the c.ommittee amendment in the rate upon 
peanuts. I have been unable to find any explanation for this 
action, except that peanuts are raised in the Southern States 
that are represented here by Democratic Senators. I think it 
is a drive to embarrass Democratic : ·embers of this body. I 
know of no other explanation to be made for reducing the rates 
upon peanuts to the extent they have been reduced in this 
amendment. It is an attempt to belittle and embarrass, and 
provoke opposition to the Democratic Party among the con
stituents of certain Democratic Senators in this Chamber. It 
amounts to an attempt J.o discriminate against constituencies 
that differs with the majority party. 

Mr. TRAl\iMELL. Mr. President, I do not know by what line 
of logic . or reasoning the committee proposes this reduction. 
Only a few moments ago we considered, and the Senate adopted, 
a committee amendment raising the duty on eggs from 6 to 8 
cents per dozen. There is no question but t~at the peanuts 
produced in this country have considerable competition. When 
this matter was considered, at the time we passed the emer
gency tariff bill, it was agi·eed by both Houses that the rate 
should be fixed at 3 cents per pound. To reduce that rate to 
three-four hs of 1 cent per pound is a reduction of practically 
75 per cent on this particular farm production. 

In certain sections of my State we produce large quantities 
of peanuts. While we do not favor the policy of a high pro
tective tariff, the position of a great many of my people and 
of myself is that if everything bought by the people of my 
State must be purchased where a h igh tariff prevails, then we 
feel that our products coming in competition with foreign 
products should have the same policy of an increasei tariff 
applied. Any other policy is . unfair and would work a great 
injustice upon the producers of my State. I ao not want the 
peanut producers of Florida and other States discriminated 
against. 

I hope the committee amendment will not be adopted, and 
that the rate as fixed in the emergency tariff act, and as fixed 
in the pending bill by the House, will be allowed to stand. 
Under the bill we are now considering the farmers of my 
State are going to have to pay an increased price for most 
everything they have to buy on account of the high tariff rates 
imposed by this measure. This being true, why should they not 
have the benefit, if there is any, by having the tariff of 3 cents 

.. per pound on their peanuts? 
I do not know why it is suggested that this rate should be 

reduced. We have heard a great deal -of discussion on the 
quest ion of the tariff duties fixed upon various products, prod
ucts whicJl, if the information furnished is correct, have but 
little foreign competition, products of which we export a great 
deal more than we import. Yet upon this one article. produced 
entirely in Southern States, the committee for some reason 
recommended a reduction in the rate of duty. I hope the re
duction will not be made. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I want to call 
attention to the difference between what we have just dis
cussed-the duty on eggs-and the duty on peanuts. The only 
eggs imported into this country which come into competition 
with domestic production are from China. The only peanuts 
imported into this country come from China. 

Mr ASHURST. Mr. President, what is the difference be
tween the cost of a peck or quart of peanuts in the United 
States and in China? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have not that information. 
Mr. ASHURST. That may be important to some of us when 

we come to vote on this. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am calling attention· to the 

fact that the Finance Committee, with a record of importations 
of eggs from China of an insignificant amount, increased the 
tariff duties very substantially; with a record before them of a 
mucb larger importation of peanuts, compared with the number 
of peanuts exported, they reduced the rate substantially, and 
the peanuts come from the same country from which the eggs 
come; tbat is, China. 

Let us look at these figures to see in what a position the 
committee is placed when we compare these two cases. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I think the statement the 
Senator is making is accurate and that the ·same principle ap
plies to tbe duties we considered last Saturday in relation to 

rice. There never was an effort made by the committee, or 
anyone representing the committee, to justify the reductions 
proposed in the rates upon that commodity. From the begin
ning it was announced that in all probability the committee 
would recede from its amendment cutting the rates on rice. 
The only rates upon agricultural products carried in the emer
gency tariff law which were reduced by the committee, to my 
knowledge, were those on rice and peanuts, and, as I have 
already said, the chairman of the committee and his active 
supporter, the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT]. were good 
enough to admit, when the matter was discussed by the Sena
tor from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD], the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. CARAWAY], and myself some weeks ago, that the com
mittee had made a mistake in its action in recommneding a 
reduction of those rates. I then said the amendment was a dis
criminat~on against rice, a southern product. .As I have al
ready said, no effort was made to justify the reductions, and I 
am looking for some justification of this reduction. 

Mr. W .ALSH of Massachusetts. Let me call the Senator's at
tention to these figures. The production of peanuts in the year 
1921 was 816,000,000 pounds. The imports were 40,000,000 
pounds, the exports only 14,000.000 pounds. Three times as 
many peanuts were imported as were exported. Yet the rate 
is reduced very substantially, from 3 cents to three-fourths of 
1 cent. 

In the case of eggs, we exported more than we imported and 
the rate was increased very substantially. How can yo~ ex
plain it? Here is a perfect illustration of the haphazard bar
gain-counter method by which this bill has been framed. 'How 
can you explain increasing the rates upon eggs, with a record 
of e~orts greater than imports, and reducing the rate upon pea
nuts, imported from the same country, with a record of exports 
very much lai·ger than imports? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I merely wish to 
suggest that perhaps the chairman of the farm bloc will be able 
to make that explanation. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understood the chairman 
of the farm bloc to have prepared an amendment which he was 
going to propose, so as to embarrass some Democrats by mak
ing them vote for or against it. But I fail to see any justifica
tion, in view of this information and a comparison of the tables 
on eggs and peanuts for this discrimination. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator will note I am 

not arguing for an increase. I am simply calling attention to 
the difference between this rate and the rate upon eggs, and to 
the further fact that these two products and the rates levied 
dtsclose the want of any definite protective tariff principles in 
preparing this bill. -

Mr. McCU:M:BER. And I want to call the Senator's attention 
to the difference between the Underwood rate and the rate in 
the pending bill. The Senator is complaining because we do not 
give a higher duty upon peanuts and has intimated that it was 
a discrimination against the industries of one of our Southern 
States. The Senator forgot to mention that the Underwood
Simmons law put eggs on the free list, while it d~d take care of -
peanuts. It gave a duty upon peanuts, but eggs were left off 
the dutiable list. . 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Eggs in the shell. 
Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; eggs in the spell. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There was a duty upon egg 

products. 
Mr. l\IcCUMBER. The committee did not do anything of 

that character. It raised the Underwood-Simmons duty upon 
peanuts, and it did it in the face of the fact t::.iat some of the 
industries of the South came and demanded that we should not 
raise it, but should put peanuts upon the free list. The argu
ment was made by the crushers of peanuts tbat tbe Chinese 
peanut does not come in competition at all with the American 
peanut; that it is used only for oil; and that the American pea
nut is used only for edible purposes. I do not think that view 
was entirely correct. It was surprising, however, to me-it 
may be through timidity of those who believe in the Democratic 
theory of tariff-that they did not appear before the committee 
and ask for a protective tariff in the face of the fact that their 
own law gave them no protection according to their own 
theory. 

The committee has always been open to Senators from any 
section of the country who desire a higher duty or a lower 
duty. Both the Senators from Louisiana were not slow in 
presenting the case of sugar and molasses to the Senate Com
mittee on Finance. They believed in the protection of those 
products and they made their views known to the committee. 
. The Senator from Massachusetts was 11tistaken when he said 
that we lowered the duty. We raised the duty above tbe pres-
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ent Underwood-Simmons tate. But t agree with the Sena.tor 
from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] in that I think the committee 
rates are too low, and on behalf of the committee I ask that 
the Senate disagree to the committee amendments reducing the 
rates on peantlts. 

l\lr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator hav
ing the bill in charge if it would not be wise-and I tl1ought I 
had that understanding with those on the other side-to post
pone action upon peanuts until we discuss the oils? I under
stood that we would treat them all togethet-'-peanuts, peanut 
oil, coconut oil, and so forth. 

Mr. l\lcCUMBER. We will go right on to tM oil-bearing 
seeds ne>l:t, but we should take peanuts first. 

Mr. KING. What I had in mind was the oils themselves
soya-bean oil and cottonseed oll~because those subjects are 
all so interrelated that it is difficult to discuss one withOut 
touching the other. 

Mr. l\IcCUl\IBER. That is true, but before we discuss the 
oil we nm t dispose of the raw product from \vhich the oil is 
produced. We mu.st detide that question first. The question 
of the duty on peanuts themselves will be a controlling element 
in fixing all the othmo duties. 

Mr. Sil\fl\fONS. Mr. President, I understood the Senator to 
say a little while ago that Chinese peanuts are used principally 
for the purpose of crushing oil therefrom. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No, the Senator misunderstood me. I 
stated it was claimed by those who are producing th·e on~ 
and they were gentlemen from the South, though I do not 
remember whether they were from the Oarolinas or not~that 
the Chine e peanut d-0 not come in competition because they 
claim that the Chinese peanuts are used for oil only. t think 
they do come in. competition, and so stated. 

l\Ir. Sil\IMONS. Very few peanuts are imported directly 
from Chin.a, though most of them originate in China and are 
imported through Japan, but practically all which are itnpo1"ted 
come from the Orient. I think the bulk, though I would not 
say all, of the peanuts imported into this country are not 
used as the American peanut is used. The American peanut 
is u ed largely in the manufacture of peanut butter and some
times, to a small extent, in oleomargarine, and to a larger 
extent for eating purposes, and for the purpose Of making 
candy. As a general proposition it may be said, I think, that 
practically all the importations of peanuts into this country 
are converted into oil. 

l\fr. KING rose. 
Mr. McOUMBER. .Mr. President, I was about to ask for 

a yea and nay vote on the question, but if the junior Senato 
from Utah [Mr. KrNG] desires to speak I withhold the request 
for the present. 

Mr. KING. As I understa.hd the Senator from North Dakota, 
his proposition is to recede from the committee amendment. 

l\Ir. McCUMBER. It is. 
Mr. KlNG. And to restore the rate-
Mr. McCUMBER. On unshelled peanuts 3 cents, and on 

shelled 4 cents per pound. 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, the amendment which was recom

mended bJ the committee more nearly approximates what would 
be right and fair-assuming that any duty at all should be 
levied, which I deny-than the House provision of the bill. 
I think this provision will prove to be futile in raising the 
price of peanuts, because of the close relationship between this 
commodity and other nuts which produce oil and because of the 
lack of competition from abroad. I shall not say that it is 
offered to secure support fol' the bill, but I will say that 
there are some indications which would lead to that concllislon. 
It is in harmony with a number of the provisions found in the 
bill which will not increase the pri<!eS of certain agricultural 
products, but which have gained the support of some for the 
entire bill upon the theory that agriculture will be benefited 
This bill seems to be drawn upon the theory of granting tariff 
rates to all who demand them, and it presents eviden<!es of 
rivalry to see who could get the highest rates of duty. 

Mr. l\.fGOUMBER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 1 
1\1r. KING. Certainly. 
Mr. Mc011MBER. I say to the Senator, in all fairness, that 

it is not done for any such purpose. I do expect that some o:t 
those who oppose the bill generally will vote that we recede 
from the Senate committee amendment, bttt I do not expect 
to have a single one of them, after they get what they wan~ 
to vote for the bill. So I do not want the Senator for a 
moment to think that the Senate is asked to disagree to the 
committee amendment with the idea that we will change one 
single vote on the final passage of the bill. t think that the 
comnlittee amendments, the same as I think the present bill-

and they are very close together-give too low a duty upon 
peanuts. 

Mr. KING. I may not have made myself clear and I may 
not have fully comprehended the meaning of the Senator or 
properly interpreted his remarks. What I meant to say was 
that the provision, like other provisions in the bill, is a sop t~ 
the agticultuI'ists for the purtmse of securing, if possible, the 
support of Senators in this body and Representatires in the 
other body to the entire bill. 

Mr. l\:loOUMBER. In reply to thnt, Mr. President, I state 
that that is not the purpose, neither is it the expectation. 

Mr. KING. Well, Mr. President, it doe seem to me that men 
of the great intelligence of the Senator from North Dakota
and he is an able man, one of the ablest men in public life
must know that a tariff upon many of the products found in 
the bill, particularly 1n the agriroltural schedule, will not in
crease the prices of the agricultural products to which those 
particular paragraphs a.nd schedules refe1'. The Senator knbws 
that we produce in the United States tiot hundreds of millions 
but billions of pounds of corn; that we export corn and wheat 
and rice and other agricultural products. To say that a tariff 
upon these products will increase their price in the dome tic 
market it seems to me is to deny the fundamentals of trade and 
commerce and accer>ted principles of political economy. 

The Senator knows that we produce in the United States 
of cottonseed oil hundred of millions, indeed, more than a 
billion, Of pounds; that of anhnal fats we produee more than a 
billion pounds, and that our exports exceed 1,000,000,000 
pounds annually. Approximately one-third of our total pr~ 
duction of aniiilal and vegetable fats is exported. The United 
States makes the world market and fix.es the world's prices: 
To impose a duty upon vegetable oils, upon peanuts, upon lard, 
upon animal fats, Mr. President, is a foolish and fatuous pro-
0eeding and demonstrates that those who advocate that poll('y 
have given no adequate thought to the situation, or they hope 
that by some species of psychology or ledgerdema.in the agri
culturists of the . United States can be made to think that they 
are to receive additional prices for their surplus products, 
products which find their way into Europe and other countries 
of the world. Perhap our Republican friends who are pro
posing these schedules are giving a lesson in psychology to 
the farmers and others ; they are not dealing in accepted 
facts with respect to trade and comtt:terce nor are they follow
ing accepted principle of political economy. 

The Senator from Notth Dakota has been contending, I 
suppose-and I came into the Chamber after he had concluded 
his address-that a duty upon peanuts is important to the 
American producer. Let me briefly submit a few pertinent 
facts relating to this matter. ~he production of peanuts in 
the United States increa ed from 1909, when we produced 
19,000,000 bushels plus to 46,000,000 bushels in 1918. In 1920 
the production declined to appronmately 35,000,000 bushels. 

The increase was largely due to the peanut-oil and pennut
butter industries, but while the peanut production was increas
ing more than twofold between the years to which t have re
ferred, the importations of peanuts and pea.nut oil increased 
ptacti~ally threefold. Exports also increased threefold during 
the same period. · 

Of the 108,000,000 pounds iinported-peanuts antl oll-in 1918, 
80,220,130 pounds came from Japan. Approximately 3,000.000 
pounds came in at Atlantic ports and 103,000,000 pounds at Pa
cific port . Freight rates from Suffolk, Va., to San Francisco 
are high-around 3 cents per pound-while the ocean rate from 
Japan to Seattle an.d San Francisco is less than 1 ceht per 
po\1hd. Pen.nuts can be O'rown in California, but they are le s 
profitable than other crops. 

The haul ftom Virginia is much shorter to Canada than to 
San Francisco, and the freight only about one-fourth as much. 
Canada imposes an import duty of 2 cents per pound. 

The prices of peanuts during the past seven years, and the 
rapid increase lfi t>roduction and consumption, indicnte that 
American growers have not as yet materially suffered from 
foreign competition. The maintenance of the peanut-oil and 
peanut-butter industries probably will continue to require 
foreign-grown pea.nuts unless Americah production is appre
ciably increased. Other uses for peanuts have also increased. 
It should also be noted that nearly one-half the domestic acre
age in peanuts is pastured or "bogged off," and that peanuts 
often compete in the crop rotation with such products as to
bacco, cotton, and corn. 

There has been no competition from foreign countrie , nor 
will there be any such as to affect the domestic grower . What 
litnited quantities were l.mported did not compete with the 
.American crop. If it was suitable for edible purposes, it was . 
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used on the Pacific coast when, because of the high freight 
rates from the producing sections of the United States, the 
domestic product could not go . 

But the important fnct is that the peanuts imported were 
not comparable for confection or " butter" purposes w~th the 
American product and were largely used for their oil content. 
The peanut oil, because of · its relationship to other vegetable 
oils, particularly cottonseed oil, and its interchangeability with 
such oils as well as animal fats, can not be regarded as a com
petitor with them even though it comes from other lands. 

l\1r. President, the high prices which prevailed in 1919-be
cause, I might say, high prices prevailed with respect to all 
commodities-made the demand for peanuts grown in the 
United States for confection purposes and for what is called 
peanut butter so great that there were none available for oil 
purposes. Mills which had crushed peanuts for the oil they 
contained were deprived of the opportunity of doing so. The 
consumption increased faster than production, and the con
fection demand and the light import in 1918 caused prices to 
remain during 1919 and 1920 very high; so, as I have indicated, 
peanuts in the domestic market were used for other purposes, 
and thus the oil producers were deprived of the opportunity of 
acquiring peanuts for the manufacture of oil. 

The tariff summary states that-
During the year ended June 30, 1919, there was a decided falling 

off in importation of peanuts, due mostly to restrictions imposed by the 
War Trade Board. Imports of oil, on the other hand, increased about 
37 per cent over the preceding year, thus bringing the peanut equiva
lent for 1918-19 np to over 12,000,000 bushels. 

• • • • • • • 
During the fiscal year 1920 general imports of shelled nuts amounted 

to 120 344,425 pounds and of unshelled nuts 12,067,988 pounds. 
There were also imported over 22,000,000 gallons of peanut oil. 
While these imports are the largest on record. it should be noted that 
the corresponding domestic harvest was 13,000,000 bushels less than 
in the preceding year. 

The operation of the emergency tariff act is discussed as it 
relates to peanuts in the report of the Tariff Commission re
cently transmitted, and it is there stated-

In summarizing the effects of the emergency tariff changes upon the 
trade in peanuts distinction should be made between the trade in 
shelled and unshelled. Imports of unshelled peanuts, which have been 
relatively unimportant in recent years, were not materially reduced 
after the increase in duty. 

Imports of shelled nuts, however, after the increase in duty from 
three-fourths of 1 cent to 1 cent per pound in the 10 months following 
the change declined to 6,410,000 pounds, as compared with 22,440,000 
pounds, which came in during the same period of the previous year. 

But that was, as indicated, chiefly due to the low prices 
which prevailed, and there was a diminution in the prices of 
many of the oil products and of many other commodities in the 
United States. But, as I have endeavored to point out, the 
imports, whether of peanuts or peanut oil, had no appreciable 
effect upon the price of the domestic products. The nuts suit
able for edible purposes as nuts did not affect the price of the 
nuts grown in the United States. Nor does the oil compete with 
the peanut oil produced in the United States. 

It must be borne in mind in discussing this question that the 
price of vegetable oils and animal fats determine the price of 
peanuts, cotton seed and cottonseed oil, soy beans, soy-bean 
oil, and coconut oil; or perhaps it might be said that because 
of their nature and qualities each 1nfluences the price of all 
the others, and all influence if they do not determine the price 
of each. So I repeat, the price of peanuts is governed largely 
by the price of vegetable oils and animal fats. 

Peanut oil is interchangeable with cottonseed and other 
vegetable oils and with animal fats. The importation of oriental 
vegetable oils has not reduced the price of domestic vegetable 
oils or animal fats because of the enormous surplus produced 
by the United States, which have established the world price 
except when by unwise legislation-the emergency tariff act
we prevented such oils from entering the United States. This 
legislation diverted the oriental vegetable oils, or most of them, 
except coconut oil, from the Philippines, to Europe, where they 
came into competition with American products, forcing down 
the level of world prices and thus affecting, of course, the do
mestic market. 

A tariff upon peanuts, Mr. President, because ·of the inter
changeability of the oil derived from peanuts and for other 
reasons stated, in my opinion, will not affect the price. Because 
of the fact that we export vegetable oils and animal fats to the 
extent of hundreds of millions of pounds annually and because 
of the fact that peanuts and the oil derived therefrom are taken 
into account in determining the domestic price of animal and 
vegetable fats, it is obvious that the price for peanuts is deter
mined by world prices for animal fats and vegetable oils. The 
result has been, as I have indicated, that when by the emer
gency tariff act there was in the world only one buyer, treat
ing Europe as one buyer for vegetable oils, including those of 

the Orient, that situation eventuated in a "reduction in the 
prices of the vegetable oils of the Orient. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\Ir. President, will the Sena
.tor yield to me for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 
.Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to call the Senator's 

attention to the price of peanuts after the passage of the 
emergency tariff law. The Senator will recall that under that 
act on peanuts a protective tariff rate of 3 cents per pound 
was imposed. I read two advertisements, appearing in the 
Farmers' Exchange, one of the leading farm papers of North 
Carolina, of the issue of Saturday, Ap,ril 12, 1922, under the 
head of pennuts: 

Selected recleaned seed peanuts: North Carolina Runners, 4 cents 
per pound; White Spanish, 4~ cents. Any amount shipped. Strickland 
& Baxter, Clio, Ala. 

Selected No. I seed or roasting peanuts: Alabama Runners, 4 cents 
per pound; White Spanish, 4 cents per pound. No order accepted for 
less than 100 pounds. Cash with order. Goff-Hutchison Mere. Co. 
(Inc. $50,000), Enterprist!, Ala. 

· It appears that cleaned peanuts, seed peanuts. which are the 
very best grade of peanuts, were selling for 4 cents a pound on 
April 1, with a protective tariff duty of 3 cents. What would 
they have sold for without the tariff protective duty upon the 
theory. of this bill? I am informed that peanuts were never 
selling at such a low price as to-day since the war; that the 
price is lower than ever before,' showing conclusively that the 
emergency tariff law has not helped the farmers who raise 
peanuts one particle, as the rates fixed upon other agricultural 
products have not helped the farmers engaged in raising the 
products on which duties have thus been imposed. 

l\!r. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNARY in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Ar
kansas? 
· Mr. KJNG. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Supporting the statement just made by the 
Senator from Massachusetts, there bas been called to my atten
tion a publication known as The Progressive Farmer, published 
at Raleigh, N. C., of Saturday, April 8, 1922, in which peanuts 
for seed are advertised, and the rates are substantially the 
same as those mentioned in the publication referred to by the 
Senator from Massachusetts. I desire to insert in the RECORD, 
with the consent of the Senator from Utah, the advertisement 
to which I have referred. This shows that cleaned peanuts of 
the highest grade for seed purposes were advertised for sale at 
1 cent per pound more than the present rate provided unde1· 
the emergency tariff law. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

PEA.NUTS. 

Seed peanuts : Small Running, Bunch, and Jumbo; good stock. Write 
for prices. Slade, Rhodes & Co., Hamilton, N. C. 

Selected recleaned seed peanuts: North Carolina Runners, 4 cents 
per pound; White Spanish, 4~ cents. Any amount shipped. Strick
land & Baxter, Clio, Ala. 

Seed peanuts: The highest-yielding variety of North Carolinas. J. W. 
Canady, Sneads Ferry, N. C. 

Selected No. 1 seed or roasting peanuts.: Alabama Runners, 4 cents 
per pound; White Spanish, 4 cents per pound. No order accepted for 
less than 100 pounds. Cash with order. Goff-Hutchison Mercantile 
Co. (Inc.) ($50,000), Enterprise, Ala. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senato1· from Utah will be kind 
enough to yield to me further--

Mr. KING. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator. 
Mr. ROBINSON. I want to state in this connection that it 

is extraordinary, beyond my comprehension, that at a time 
when there is widespread agitation in justification of high 
tariffs on fa1·m products as necessary for the protection of the 
American farmer, at a time when the policy of protection is 
being written into law, the Finance Committee of the Senate 
should report to this body amendments reducing rates on two 
agricultural products, and only two agricultural products, and 
continuing in force or increasing the rates under the emer
gency tariff law as to all other agricultural products, and that 
those p1·oducts should by the law of nature be confined to the 
southern section of this country, the representatives of which 
in this body are Democrats. There could have been no other 
purpose than to play " peanut politics " by attempting to force 
on record Senators who are committed to a policy of tariff for 
revenue as favoring protection for the products grown in their 
own communities. 

I am not afraid to meet this issue here or anywhere else. If 
the policy that is to be written into our tariff laws is a policy 
of protection, I do not find myself justified, as a representative 

- ' 
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of the people of the State of Arkansas, in voting to disertmi-
1 

nate against the products of that State. I should prefer to see 
tariff rates for revenue purposes only, and if the rates now . 
levied under the Underwood law could remain efrective as to 
all products, I should be glad to see that end accomplished. I 
will not indifferently see a tariff levied for political purposes 
discriminatory against the products of the section that I rep
resent. 

I shall probably vote to restore the House rate. I do not find 
myself inconsistent in taking that course to prevent discrimina
tion. If I represented a State where peanuts are produced, 
realizing that the action of the committee justified me in con
cluding that the amendment was reported for the sole purpose 
of embarrassing Senators who do not believe in the policy of 
protection, I would not hesitate to support the action of the 
committee n{)w, when it proposes to withdraw this discrimi
natory amendment. Indeed, unless something comes to my 
knowledge which makes it appear my duty to pursue a con
trary course, I shall vote to sustain the proposal of the com-
mittee to recede from its amendment. • 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me a moment? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 
Mr. POMERENE. In connection with what the Senator from 

Arkansas has been saying, it may be of interest to some Sena
tors-I mean, some Democrats and some Republicans-for me 
to say that two leading Republican business men from my own 
State this morning were ln my office, and in talking about the 
high rates of this bill they said that they were both protection
ists, but they feared that the e1'tect of the high rates of duty con
tained in this bill would be to create such a resentment against 
the protective tariff policy of the country that it would be 
mined. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the statement just made by the 
Senator from Ohio reflects the attitude of many liberal-minded 
and sincere protectionists in the United States. There are 
many Republicans who honestly believe in the protective the
ory, but who do not believe in a tariff that amounts to an 
embargo upon many of the products entering into the lives of 
the people. There are men in the Republican Party who have 
the vision of the Senators from Wisconsin., if I interpreted their 
remarks correctly, who took the position that a tariff bill which 
is so prepared that certain interests-the steel interests, the 
textile interests, the woolen interests-will be permitted to 

_charge extortionate prices and exercise monopolistic control 
over such commodities, is not a protective tariff bill but a bill 
which legalizes exploitation and robbeTy. 

I may differ from one who honestly believes that there should 
be reasonable protection upon certain industries, and that that 
protection should be determined by the difference in the cost 
of production abroad and the cost of· production in the United 
States, but I can respect his sincerity; but anybody who reads 
the testimony taken by the Finance Committee and by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the Hous~indeed, who reads the 
speeches coming from the proponents of thts bill-will be stru,ck 
with the fact that the difference in cost of production abroad 
and the cost of production at home has been entirely ignored 
and has not been taken into consideration in the preparation 
of this bill. Indeed, there are in every schedule of the bill 
many instances where we export large quantities of given 
products and import less than one-tenth of 1 per cent of tmch 
products. Nevertheless the bill carries inordinately high tariff 
rates-in some instances being over 300 per cent. What is the 
reason for such a course? Either to deceive the people or, if 
the product to which the duty applies is susceptible of monopo
listic control, to enable those who have the power to exercise 
a monopoly to form one and to exploit the American people. 

Mr. President, I repeat that upon no rational theory, no 
honest theory as the basis for a protective tariff, can this bill 
be justified. No argument which has been addressed to the 
American people by protectionists in the past can be advocated 
to support the major part of the provisions of this bill. 

The Senator from Arkansas calls attention to the fact that 
the agricultural schedule increased the rates upon practically 
every agricultural product except two-two which were pro
duced in the South. I am not going to state the reason which 
prompted the Finance Committee to lower the rates upon rice 
and peanuts, but it does not need much perspicacity or very 
much power of discernment to determine the reasons which 
prompted that most extraordinary and phenomenal procedure 
upon the part of the committee. 

Mr. President, coming now to the item before us, attention 
was called by the Senator from Massachusetts [l\Ir. WALSH] 
to the fact that under the emergency tariff law, which was to 
be the panacea for the farmers, the price of peanuts has gone 

down. The Tariff Commission furnishes statistics which exem
plify the truth of the statement just made by the Senator. 

On page 31 a table is submitted which shows the decline in 
domestic prices following the passage of ·this act. The average 
t. o. b. market price of Virginia and Spanish type peanuts 
November, 1919, to April, 1922., is shown in this table. 

In November, 1919, the price of the Virginia-North Carolina 
peanuts, jumbo, unshelled, was 15 cents per pound; fancy, un
shelled, lli cents per pound; extra large, shelled, 17! cents per 
pound; and No. 1 Virginia, sbelloo, 14i cents per pound. The 
price of the Southeast Spanish-that is one of the varieties 
produced in the United States-No. 1 shelled was 16t cents 
per pound. 

In December the price of the jumbo had declined. The other 
prices were substantially the same. There had been a slight 
decline in one or more. 

In January, 1920, the prices were substantially the same. 
There were some slight reductions. 

That is also true of February and March. 
In April the prices had declined to the following figures : 

Jumbo, unshelled, 13i· cents per pound; fancy, unshelled, 10!' 
cents per pound ; extra large, 15! cents per pound. 

The report does not show the prices for May, June, July, 
August, September, and October, except as to Southeast · Span
ish No. 1, shelled; and those prices declined from 16i cents in 
November, 1919, to 13 cents per pound in September, 1920. 

In November and December there was a further decline. 
The fancy, unshelled, went down to 6i cents per pound. 

In January, 1921, the prices were for jumbo, unshelled, 10t 
cents per pound ; fancy, unshelled, 6 cents a pound ; extra large, 
shelled, 12 cents per pound; No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 4i cents 
per pound; Southeast Spanish No. 1, shelled, 5! cents per 
pound; and Southwest Spanish No. 1, shelled, 6 cents per pound. 

The prices were substantially the same for a number ot 
months. In August jumbo, unshelled, were 111 cents a pound; 
fancy, unshelled, 7i cents; extra large, 12 cents. No. 1 Vir
ginia were down to 41 cents; Southeast Spanish No. 1, 4i cents; 
Southwest Spanish No. 1, approximately 6 cents per pound. 

Tbere was a decline in December. Jumbo dropped to 81 
cents; fancy, unshelled, 6i cents; extra large, shelled, Si cents; 
No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 6i cents; Southeast Spanish No. 1, 
shelled, 4i cents ; Southwest Spanish N-0. 1, shelled, 5-h cents. 

During the first four months of 1922 the prices were still 
lower. In January the price of jumbo, unshelled, was 71 
cents; 7i cents for the fancy, unshelled. In April, 1922, jumbo, 
unshelled, sold for 61 cents; fancy, unshelled, 51 cents; extra 
large, shelled, Bi cents; No. 1 Virginia, shelled, 5i cents ; South
east Spanish No. 1, shelled, 5i cents; and Southwest Spanish 
No. 1, shelled, 6i cents. 

The commission states: 
Of greater importance than the import duty in restricting imports 

was the progressive decline in the price of domestic peanuts in 1921-22. 
The price of extra large Virginia shelled nuts declined from about 17 
cents per pound in January, 1920, to 8~ cents in March, 1922. or 
especial importruice is the fact that the premium on extra large 
shelled nuts, which amounted to nearly 8 cents in the sprin,g of 1921. 
due to the shortage of this size in the 1920 crop, was C1It down to 3 
cents in the spring of 1922. 

:Mr. President, these figures demonstrate that the imposition 
of the higher tariff duty was of no advantage to the producers 
of peanuts in augmenting the price of their product. I repeat, 
therefore, that the emergency tariff law, so far as it relates to 
many of the commodities covered by it, was a delusion and a 
snare. It wus a deception practiced upon the farmers for the 
purpose of inducing them to support the Republican Party. 
It was to prepare the way for a tariff bill the important sched
ules of which would be either dictated by the predatory in
terests of the United States or their influence would be potential 
1n the formulation of such schedules. 

Some of the Republican leaders undoubtedly knew, although 
their platform did not contemplate a tariff revision upward 
or did not promise the kind of a tariff bill we have before us, 
that there would be introduced a tariff bill which would be of 
great advantage to certain interests in the United States which 
ha,·e for so many years profited by the perversion of the taxing 
power of the Federal Government. 

Undoubtedly the steel interests knew that a tariff bill would 
be reported by the Republican Congress which would enable 'the 
steel manufacturers of the United States, who have a monopoly 
upon steel products, to either maintain their high prices or to 
increase them, as they may desire. You may not measure the 
evils or the iniquities of a tariff bill solely by the level of prices 
which may be maintained for an indefinite period with respect 
to the commodities to which the bill refers. 

The natural tendency following the war, when we should 
have returned more nearly to normal conditions, was a decline 

• 
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in prices. It would be just a,s wrong_ ta use the. t.axing pow.er. to Increase domestie prices-to enable the domestic prodncer to. 
to enable monopolies to perpetuate war prices and project tbem. ch~e more for, his product than the for,eign_ market.establishes. 
into peace times as to put it into their power to increase tho.se., The tariffs laid by Republicans have been designed: to increase 
prices. price~, to tax the peo,ple, to permit corparations· to exploit the 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. The Senator has said over and people. In this they. have been eminently SUQCessful. I re
over again that the tariff is a taX; and that the amount of the. ,peat, if there is no possible c.ompetition from abroad, then the 
tariff is added to the price in the United States of the product· 1 tariff ls either a palpable frand and designed to deceive . the 
which the consumer has to pay,. ~ American people, or it is to enable in some way the· d.Dmestic 

Mr. KING. The Senator is in error; I have not stated: it !Producers to effectuate stronger combines with respect to com-
tbat broadly. 1modities which are important to the people aru:I1 if possible; in-

1\Ir. WATSON of Indiana. That has been st:a.ted over and over icrease the prices of the same. 
again. I merely wish to ask the Senator how he reconciles Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President--
the present speech he is making with l1is oft-repeated declara- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah. 
ti on of a general character, because he is now arguing that, : Y.ield to the Senator frQm North Dakota? 
notwithstanding the imposition of a 3-cent. rate on peanuts as. 1 Mr,, KING. I yield. 
against three-eighths of a cent under the Underwood tariff law, 1 .Mr. McCUMBER. I , think the Senator. will agree with me 
the price of peanuts has gradually declined. !that price.s are fixed by the law of supply and demand at the, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator bad done me the. point of eonsumption, and the point of consumption of peanuts 
honor to follow what I have said during the discussion of this ·is in the United States. If the price is atfeeted by the law. of. 
bill he. would have a different view as to my attitude upon )supply and demand-and in agricultural products there. are no. 
tru·iff questions. combinations of the producers-and we cut off 110,000,000 

I have said that tariff rates may be a tax; indeed, I have said- pounds in a single year by reason of a tariff duty which pre
that the reason assigned by protectionists for the laying. of duties vents their importation, will not the Senator agree that the 
was to increase the price of domestic products, and tlie:refor.e , cutting off of that lW,000,000· pounds will have some tendency,, 
the tariff was a tax. I have challenged attention to commodl- , at least, .tow.a.rd increasing the price of the p1'!0duct in th& 
ties which we were exporting: and when we were making the United States.? 
world prices, and have stated that as to such commodities the- Mr. KING. Let me ask the Senator why prices went down 
tariff rates fixed in this bill were a delusion and a snare-r wben you passed the emergency tariff law? • 
used that expression a number of times-and that such rates Mr. McCUMBER. Prices went down for several reasons. I --
would not affect the prices of the domestic products. , c>..an give the im:portant; reason. It was due to the very close, 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I would like to ask the Senator hard times which have followed since 1920; less demand for 
another question. It is the oft-repeated, cry of those who are peanuts, the same as there was less demand for other thing.s 
opposed to the protective system that the tariff is a. tax. and is which were more of a luxury than a necessity, and which would 
always added to the p:i:ice of the article on which the rate is feel the effect of the stringent conditions in the country. We 
imposed. Peanuts are being sold for 3 cents, as I understand can not say, of course, just what the price would be if there-. 
it, by Virginia and Carolina farmers. The tariff is 3 cents. I had been no impo..i:tations, or if the UO,OQO,OOO·extra pounds had, 
supvose, therefor:e, if we take the tariff off they would get the· f come in: All I want tn insist is this, that if the law of' supply+' 
peanuts for nothing? and demand go:velllls, if. you de.ci:ease the supply~ then neces-

Mr. KING. My friend from Indiana-- , sarily: it must, have some effect upon the price. 
Mr. WATSO of Indiana. If the tariff is a tax, alway..s Mr. KIN(}. Mr. President, the r-ecord which has been sulr 

added to the price tbe consumer pa-ys, how does the Senator ex- mitted conclusively demonstrates that t1ie emergency turiff law, 
plain that? which was offered by our friends upon the other side· as a• 

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator believe that the tariff panacea fO.r the evils from which the American p·eople were-
i:alses prices1 suffering, faired to give any relief t.o the growers of peanuts. ._ 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I gave my view of tile tariff, and Indeed, in tbe face of this high tarifft the prices of all grades of 
I am trying to get the Senator's view. peanuts have progressively decHned. 

1\Ir. KING. I am ans.wering the Senator by asking him a I submit that because of the closer.elation of peanuts to other 
question, if he will permit me to be a . Yankee for the moment, nuts, ancL the interchangeability, if I may be permitted that. 
as_ he is sitting by a Yankee. expression, of the oil contents- of peanuts with cottonseed oil' 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. I wm permit the Senator to be a ' particularly, this rate, in my judgment, will prove abortive in 
Yankee . . On. a new industry, the tariff does raise the price· affording any benefit to the growers of peanuts. 
until. the borne competition cuts the price down. That has beeni But aside from that-and I do not care to take any time in 
demonstrated over f!Ild over for 130 years of American his- arguing it-I contend that it is n-0t justifiable to impose tarilf.' 
tory. Now that I have answered the Senator's question, will rates merely fur the purpose of enhancing the price of any par
the Senator answer the question I asked him? If the tariff is ticular product. 
a t.ax and is always added to the price, how. does the Senator N-0 great revenue will be derived from this product, and the_ 
account for the fact that we have a taritf of 3 cents a pound contention of the able Senator from North Dakota, if he con
on peanuts, and yet peanuts are selling for 3 cents a pound? tends that prices will' be raised by the provision, must be that 

Mr. KING. I have answered that and have fully discussed it he is willing to impose a tax upon tbe people for tbe purpose. 
when other paragraphs of the bill were under consideration. Per- of increasing the profits of those who may be engaged in the 
haps the Senator was not in the Senate when· I discussed that business. The Senator certainly· contends that this is a ta:x, 
feature of this matter before. Of' course, where we control the and he is arguing that the effect of the tax will be to ihcrease 
world market and fix the world price, where it is all" interna· the price. Of course, 11' it is to increase the price, it is to in
tional world price and we determine it, as we do with respect crease the hurdens upon the consumer. He justifies that course 
to the price_ of peanuts and vegetable oils and animal fats, then · and . defends the position of h:iB party in exercising the taxing 
tariff rates, no matter how high they are placed, are unim- power for the purpose of increasing prices. But I protest: 
portant. If you should put a dollar a. pound upon peanuts, it against-I shall not use the word "hypocrisy," but against the 
would affect the price, if at all, only as I have indicated' hereto- pretense so often exhibited by the propenents of this bill that 
fore in discussing this item. Peanuts are used in part for the it will result in great benefit to the agricultural interests of the
making o.f vegetable oils. We fix the price of vegetable oils and United States. 
of animal fats not only here but in the world. In the emer- There has been a cooperation that is most astounding, for it 
gency tariff law certain vegetable oil producing commodities argues an agreement, a hard and fast agreement. between cer
imported from the Orient were subjected to high tariff duties ; tain interests to work together and to support all the sched
this resulted in their being sold to Euro{le, where. they were Ules, notwithstanding the :fact that many of the schedules will 
converted into vegetable fats, and took tlte place, in part, of result inevitably in increasing the prices of the products which! 
products which heretofore bad come from the United States. the farmers and the agriculturists must purehase. They wilf 
If it had not been for the t.ariff, these oil-producing products be compelled under the provisions of the bill to pay more fon 
would have been brought to the United States, where they would their agricultural implements, for their clothing, for their 
have been crushed and the oils derived therefrom refined, thus shoes, for all the things they buy, than they would bav~ to pay
giving employment to . many Americans. This oil would then were it not for the- bill and the schedules of the bill. The 
have been exported to Europe or used ft>r industrial purposes in farmers · of the United States are being fooled now, as they 
the United States. This would have liberated mare of our oils have been fooled in the past, by the Iead~rs of the pro.tecti<ve
and fats for export at higher prices than were obtamed. But . school in the United States. 
I say to the Senator from Indiana ['.Mr. WATSON] that· the his• Mr. President, the steel interests and the textile interests in~ 
tory or· an· Republican tariffs shows tltat the purpose has been the past have been beneficiaries of the tariff system, and they 
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have grown rich at the ex!Jense of the people by reason of the 
tarifl' rate · which have been imposed~ Several days ago I was 
discussing the tariff, and alluded to a number of States which 
had been particular beneficiaries of high tarifl's. I alluded 
among others to the State of Connecticut. The able Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] chaHenged some of the state
ments which I made. I then said that protection undoubtedly 
had enriched some in his State, but that the great wealth of 
Connecticut, Rhode I land, and certain protected States was in 
the hands of a limited number of corporations and individuals. 
I called attention to the strikes in the mills of his State, to the 
impoverishment of the people at work in the mills, to the pov
erty which existed, and called attention to the fact that the 
Republicans had by their legislation made it possible for cer
tain indu tries to reap enormous profits, and that those in
dustries had driven out the American workmen and had im
ported labor from abroad and forced the wages of the worker 
down until the wages paid were so pitifully small that poverty 
a nd, in too many instances, gaunt hunger were the constant 
companions of the employees. 

A few days later I received a letter, which I have before me, 
from Mr. Patrick F. O'Meara, president of the Connecticut Fed
eration of Labor, with his office, I think, in New Haven, in 
which he said that he had read the colloquy between the Sena
tor and myself, and, if I may be pardoned, in his reference to 
my elf he extended congratulations for the defense against a-
system that it permitted to continue will have the serf and slave 
system that existed in the South before the Civil War beaten all to 
atoms. 

Your statement of the employment of the cheap-wage foreigner in 
the State of Connecticut i so true that, as I ree.d the speech, I was 
thinking whether or not your information came as if you were a resi
dent of Connecticut. 

Then he said : 
During the World War the write-r wa honored by being selected 

for membership on one of the t hree district boards of tbis State. This, 
a s you will recollect bad to do with all appeals over local boards' de
ci ions and all industrial exemptionst and as the secretary of the 
board for the war term the great pan of the evidences submitted on 
questionnaires brought forth conditions that no State should be proud 
of, and thousands of these questionnaires had to be written up and 
completed by others than the registrant, tor the reason that the said 
r egistrant could neither read or write. 

Why I wish to call your attention to the latest reports coming from 
the United States Department of Labor, which shows that the illiteracy 
in this State is shameful, and this is the State, little that we are in 
square miles1 that Senators MCLlilAN and BRANDEG1111 wish to convey 
the information that matters are all serene up here. 

During thf' latter part of the year 1921 the city of New Britain, 
Conn., had to make an appropriation out of the municipal funds to 
send back to Spain and Portugal large numbers of cheap foreign 
laborers that they bad brought in there (I refer to the manufacturers), 
and who were living in such filthy conditions that the city author
ities of New Britain thought the best thing to do was to send them 
out of the city. 

Your statement on page 6562-
Speaklng of the Ri.:coru>--

relative to this State having industrial disturbances is as true as any 
words coming from the mouth of man, I do hope that on account ot 
the position in the life of the community that I hold that you will 
not feel that I am entirely biased in my claims, for I have plenty of 
let ters in my office from employers of labor, large and small, in this 
State thanking the writer for the fairness that I have entertained at 
all times. 

But I can not sit idly by and .have conditions go on as they are 
without protesting from time to time against them, and I was elated 
when I read of your indictment against Senator McLmAN and his con
stituents-I refer to th e manufacturers of Connecticut. • • • 

If the proposed tart.ft' bill goes through they will again reap the 
harvest that they have for years, and I smile when I read of the claims 
that German-made watches are being sold so chea~ly in the United 
8 tates, when.i... as a matter of fact, such a big and mfluential concern 
as the New 11aven Clock Co., in my home city, is to-day paying wages 
so low that they never would be accepted only that men are forced to 
t ake them to earn a few dolla rs for their families; the wages are even 
l ower than before the war. 

Then he said : 
In order to have you feel t hat the specific information is coming 

from a per on that knows, I wish to state that the writer is a product 
of the State of Connecticut, born in the city of New Haven, Conn., 
nnd know full well ot the conditions whereof I write, and if either one 
of the Senators from Connecticut will den,v any of the statements that 
J have written about I will gladly furmsh them to you in affidavit 
form to back them up. 

l\fr. President, I repeat the bill is in the interest of certain 
protected manufacturing concerns, and in order to pass it and 
to maintain these extortionate rates representatives of the 
f armers, or the farm bloc, have given their support to the bill, 
and the farmers, at least some of them, have been made to be
lieve that the bill is in their interest. It is not. It penalizes 
the farmers and places additional burden upon them. They 
will be the ones upon whom the burden will fall the most 
severely when the bill shall be enacted into law and when oppor
hmity shall have been given for the full efl'ect of it to be 
realized by the American people. 

Mr. President, the rate in the item under consideration as 
recommended by the Senate committee, if any rate at all is 

required, is adequate, and I hope the action just indicated by 
the chairman of the committee will not receive the approval of 
the Senate. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. Mr. President, I want the attention of the· 
Senator from Utah for just a moment. The Senator asked me 
a question or two. One of them was, If I was willing to tax: 
the American consumer, if it was a tax, for the benefits that 
might be derived by the producer. I want to answer him most 
candidly. I have driven through that section of the Southern 
States which produces the bulk of the peanuts. I have looked 
at their homes and at their farm buildings. I have noted that 
as a rule they are rather dilapidated. Many of them have not 
bad the paint brush upon them for half a century or more. 
When I compare the condition of those who produce peanuts 
with the condition of the average people who buy peanut candy 
and peanut butter, I say to the Senator from Utah, Yes; if I 
could increase the price of peanuts to those farmers 8 cents a 
pound and if it added 3 cents a pound to the price of peanut 
butter, I would do it, and I would do it quickly. If the pur
pose of a protection is to protect where it is needed, then I 
would vote for that protection where it is needed, even though 
it be at the cost of the consumer. 

Answering the Senator in that respect, I now want to have his 
attention to a question which I may ask him. I notice that in 
the calendar year 1921 we collected in duties on imported pea
nuts $365,876.48. The Senator will admit that we need the 
money. The Senator has stated that the emergency tarifl' duty 
has not raised the price of peanuts. All right, then. We have 
obtained $365,000 in revenue from importers without costing the 
American people one penny. I will admit that, if the Senator 
wishes. Why, then, does the Senator wish to reduce the rate 
of duty? Why does he wish to deprive the Government of 
$365,000, when be admits that it has not added one penny to 
the cost of the consumer in the United States? I do not think 
it has added very much to the cost; I will admit that it is 
mostly a revenue duty. 

I want the Senator to give the matter his fair consideration 
and not his partisan consideration. The Senator is generally 
very fair in the discussion of these subjects ; and while I think 
his arguments are overloaded with adjectives am certain that 
he tries to arrive at a conclusion that is fair and just. The 
Senator knows, as well as I do, that in a ·country which is not 
an exporter of a given product to any considerable extent, but 
which imports that product, the prices are fixed by the combined 
production and importation. The Senator must agree with me 
as to that. If that be true-and no one can deny it-then the 
Senator must admit if in this country, the place of consumption, 
the volume of the commodity is reduced to a considerable extent, 
necessarily the price of the product within the country will be 
buoyed up. There may be such a depression that we can not 
prevent the price going lower and still lower, but, nevertheless, 
the law of supply and demand will bold good, namely, that the 
greater the surplus the less the price; the greater the deficiency 
the greater the price. 

Let us examine the importations and see wbether the emer
gency tarifl' rate bad any effect upon importations; in other 
words, whether it had any effect upon increasing or decreasing 
the volume of the commodity in the United States. I will take 
the importations for 1920. In 1920 the importations were 
8,703,000 pounds, in round numbers, of peanuts not shelled. 
Now, remember that we did not pass the emergency tariff law 
until May 27, 1921. Therefore the emergency tarifl' act was in 
operation only during six months. 

l\ir. KING. I hope the Senator from North Dakota will keep 
in mind, as he is discussing this phase of the case, the fact that 
our importations of peanuts are largely used on the Pacific 
coast; that our exportations-and the Senator knows that we 
exported last year some 14,000,000 pounds-are largely to Can
ada. Because of the freight rates from Virginia and the South
ern States to the West, it is almost impossible at 3 cents a 
pound to ship there and find a market. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The good peanuts which are raised in 
North Carolina go a great way west. 

Mr. KING. The Senator will see by the RECORD, if he will 
read it, that the freight rates make almost prohibitive the sale 
on the Pacific coast of peanuts raised in the Eastern and South
ern States. By the raising of the tarlfl' duty we are going to 
provoke retaliation from Canada, and we shall cut off our mar
ket for peanuts in Canada. So we are going to hurt the farmer, 
even conceding that the tariff does swell the price of the domes
tic product. 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is a surprise to me, l\lr. President, that 
we are going to have retaliation from Canada. ·canada does 
not raise any p2anuts. I do not know what ·she would have to 
retaliate about. 
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,:Ur. KING. The Senator from .North '.Dakota certainly .did 

not deduce the idea that I meant that Canada would discrimi
nate in ·the·.m-atter of-peanuts,lfor.:there is rmore than·one method 
of retaliation. For instance, when we p-assed the emergen~y 
tariff act imposing a tariff on cottonseed ·oil, Italy, which does 
not pr.Qdu<:e enttonseed oil, l'etaliated against us, as did also 
France. There are more ways than one for one nation to re
taliate against another. We export many commodities. 

Mr. l\::lcOUMBER. But countries, as a rule, retaliate . .by 
imposing a duty on an ·article which is conmetitiw. 

:Mr. KING. Ob, no. 
Mr . .McCUMBER. But eertainly Canada would not lla·rn any 

rea. on to retaliate one way or -another. Our tariff on peanuts 
is not going to affect Canada in the -slightest d~gi.·ee. 

JUr. iKING. Let me say 1to :the Senator from North DakotJa
and I hope he will pardon me for interrupting him--

Mr. 1McCUMBEil. Gertainiy. 
Mr. KING. I make the prediction now that the Senator 

from North Dakota, in the quiet retreat of his North Dakota 
home-and we regret ve:n' much that he is going tha:re-"Will 
find a verifi-cation of the 1predktion that if Congress passes 
this bill, with the high rates fixed in the schedules, that Canada 
and other countries tl1at ha.ve sought .commodities here, either 
by a combination or otherwise, will , seek to find markets else
where in which to purchase the products which we now pro
duce and sell to them. We shall, therefore, .be the sufferers 
and our ,exportations to foreign ~ount:r:ies will, in fpart, fail .by 
reason,of the inhibitions against importations which the pending 
bill provides. 

l\fr. McCIDIBER. Mr. President, I have complained sever.al 
times about the long speeches which the Senator from Utah 
has made upon this geueral aspect of ·this bill, and I do not 
want to encourage him to .go over them again. I am to-day 
di. cussing peanuts, and while I do not claim- to have any expert 
knowledge upon the subject of the raising of peanuts, or, as 
some one has suggested, "peanut .polities," I do know .some
thing ·about the Jaw of supply and demand as to every .com
modity as it applies at the 1>0int of consumption. The sug
gestion I wish to make is that, first, we derived $365,000 of 
re-venue from the imports of peanuts. If the duty did not 
raise the price of peanuts, then it did not cost the American 
public a pelll}y. If it did raise the price or keep the price 
from falling to the point to which otherwise it would have 
sagged, then I :am glad that we kept the price up at least . that 
high. 

I believe that, notwithstanding the :faet that, with the de
pre ed conditions prevailing throughout the United States, 
peanuts went down in value per pound, as did .every other 
commodity. The fact that 110,000~000 ·pounds of shelled pea
nuts and some 25;000.000 pounds, a.s I now remember, of ithe 
unshelled were kept out by reason of the tariff duty indicates 
that the pi:,otective duty in the emergency taritr act did some 
good, or prevented a worse condition ensuing, if Senators pre
fer to put it in that way. All I am stating is that, so long 
as we can get nearly a half million dollars in revenue from 
importations of a certain commodity without affecting the 
American price, we certainly ought to continue the duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to coITect the Sena
tor from North ~Dakota in an implied statement which he made 
a little while ago which related to the charaeter of the homes 
he said be saw in the sections of the South in which peanuts 
are grown. The effect of his statement was, I think, to create 
the impr sion that the peanut growers ue not sg prosperous 
as other agricultural classes of the South. The Senator is 
mistaken. I live in that part of North Carolina where both 
cotton and peanuts are grown, and I think that the peanut 
farmers in my State have been about as prosperous in the years 
that have passed as have the cotton farmers; in fact, there is 
a feeling among many farmers of the State that the net profits 
of peanut growing at the priees that have obtained in .recent 
years are as great, if not greater, than the net profits of eotton 
growing. I myself am rather inclined to think so. 

The tenant classes to which the Senator referred-and I 
assume he was -referring to their homes in the agricultural dis
tricts of the South-do not live in imposing mansions; they live 
in small cottages; but I wish to say to the Senator that the 
houses in which the farmers, ~ecially the tenant farmers, 
live in the sections where peanuts are ·1a.r.gely or chiefly grown 
are just as good as those in which the farmers and tenants 
live in the sections where cotton is grown. 

Mr. McOUMBER . . If the Senator will allow me, w.hat the 
Senator really means to say, .then, is ,that the difference is a.bout 
the same in one section as it ls in ·another, The .Senator will 

nat claim ,that . duting the last few :years ·either of them ,have 
been very prosperous? 

llr . .Sll'1MONS. No; they 1have ·not, and ·were not before ·the 
war. What I.mean to say, and all I meant 1;(MUlY, was that I 
think the peanut growers of the section. in which I live haive 
been just about as prosperous as those who have engaged in 
other lines of agriculture. 

Mr. Presid~nt, I am quite sure ·thnt "UP to this time the .amer
gen~y tariff duty of 3 cents a pound on peanuts has added 
nothing to the ·price of peanuts ; indeed, the fa;rmera of my 
State are getting on their farms only .about 3 cents, although 
sometimes far a good quality they may get 3i cents a pOJllld. 
Th~y _are getting, therefore, p:ractically only . ahout the amount 
of the emetgeney tariff duty, and, of course, that 1tariff duty 
has not been a(,lded. 

1\ll'. President, 1nobody has ever contended, -I think, that a 
tariff duty would add to the ,pri<?e of a domestic product .the full 
amount of the duty where there was actual rcompetition be
tween producers, where there was produced ·practically enough 
to supply the domestic demand, and where the producers actively 
compete. 
The . troubl~ about the protective t.ariff just at this time is that 

the domestic competition which Mr. McKinley claimed was ·.SO 
essential to the protective.principle does not obtain in .the United 
States as to the great majority of manufactured products. As 
to those in many, if not most, instances, ,there is ·no domestic 
competition. The price is controlled by combination, agreement, 
association, -0r understanding; 'but 'Whel"e there is active com· 
petition, as in the case of the peanut industry, nobody would 
contend that the full amount of the duty could be added to the 
priee, especially where the production is equal to .the consump
tion, or praetically -equal. There is no competition in this 
country that ·i.3 sharper than that between the indpendent 
growers of peanuts. J:t is a product that is not grown in large 
quantities by the individual producer. One hundred acres in 
peanuts is a very large peannt..fann in _. my State. !I'he .average 
peanut .grower probably has no more-than 30 .or 40racres in-pea
nuts. They are sold in the open 'market in competition with the 
product of all ·the .other growers. 

w -e produce in this country all the"'J)eanuts- that we need for 
edible purposes and for purposes of making so-called •peanut 
butter and to meet the large demands of the confection ·trade 
of the country. Our importations of peanuts have val'ied. They 
have been large1· when our domestic crop was subnormal than 
they ihave been when our crop was normal. In fact, if you will 
follow the importations, ·beginning just about the time .of "th'e 
war, yon will see that the importation of edible peanuts was 
about the difference between the normal production and the 
abnormal production of peanuts. 

•Peanuts are imported into thts , country for ·an entirely differ
ent purpose than that for which the bulk of the _peanuts raised 
in this country are used. Probnbly between one-fourth and 
one-third of these nuts grown in this country ·aFe never gath4 

e1·ed at ·au. 
They are converted into meat. That part which is mar.keted, 

that portion which is in good condition-that is to say, not broken 
and not faulty-is used to supply the market for edible'JJUTPO es 
and these other commercial purposes that I have indicated. 
P1·actically the only part of our domestic product that is 
crushed antl converted into oil is the faulty peanut and 1the 
broken peanut, which have no market value for the other •pm.·
poses, mainly for food. 

The peanuts which we import, probably not altogether, but 
almost altogether, are used for the purpose of conversion into 
peanut oil. I think I could show beyond question, 1\Ir. P1·esi
dent, if I had the time, that ·that is true. I do not suppose 
that will be controverted, however. It is .a ·fundamental law 
of the trade that the price of peanuts .and the priee of soya 
beans.and cotton seed are affected by two things-first, the com
petition between the producers, and secondly, the price of oils. 
A large operator told me the other day that the prices of these 
oil nuts-whether coconuts, ,peanuts, .soy.a beans, cotton seed, 
or otherwise, and there aTe a good many of these oll nuts
have for many years followed the price of oils, eSPecially cot
tonseed oils, where .they are used for the purpose of •making 
oils. The price of oils in this country is regulated by the priee 
of oils in Europe, and that is because we either export our great 
surplus of oils, ,or we convert it into lard substitutes and export 
them. So that the prices of oils and the products made out of 
oils in this country-and that includes all tbe oils, cotton oU. 
peanut oil, and all the rest-are fixed in this .country by the 
price of the oil in the.great markets .of Europe. 1.rbat.is.wJlat we 
import these peanuts .from Asia .for, to convert them into oil 
to be sold in 1Part.in this counti;-y but chie.tly abroad. We have 
built up an enormous and an exceedingly profitable industry. 

/ 
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in the sale of our oils and oil products to Europe, practically 
our oniy foreign purchaser for these oils. 

Europe buys her peanuts and her soya beans just where we 
buy those that we import for the purpose of conversion into oil. 
She buys them in Asia and in certain parts of India. In the 
markets of Asia and in the markets of India the United States 
and Europe-and Europe is represented in that respect almost 
entirely by Great Britain, for she is the chief European pro
ducer of oil-are the only foreign purchasers of these nuts 
which are purchased for the purpose of being converted into 
oil. The effect of the emergency tariff putting a duty upon 
these low-grade peanuts that are purchased abroad and brought 
here to be converted into oil has been practically to exclude 
the American purchaser from those foreign markets. 

In the past 10 months we bought only four hundred and 
thirty-odd thousand bushels of these peanuts. These things 
can be understood better when the quantity is stated in bushels 
than when it is stated in pounds. In the past 10 months, 
therefore, we bought less than half a million bushels of the e 
peanut . We practically abandoned the market for the pur
chase of these nuts to our foreign competitors, greatly to the 
distress of the oil crushers· of this country. They see it as 
clearly as I see it. They have been to my office in great num
ber ; there have been 15 or 20 of them in there at one time
repre ·entatives, delegates appointed to see me, from their 
several sections declaring that they had been driven by this duty 
out of the only market where they could get anything like a sup
ply for oil purposes, and were now confin·ea to tl;le faulty peanuts, 
a · here, the American market taking practically all of the 
good peanuts for edible purposes and paying for them a price 
that they could not afford to pay for peanuts to crush. They 
had been driven out, had abandoned the market, with what 
effect, Mr. President? With the effect that only one foreign 
purcha ·er of these nuts was left, and that purchaser was our 
foreign competitor for our oils. The effect, as they declare 
to me and as is manife ·t, is that our foreign competitor in 
the e oils, having no competitor in the markets where he gets 
his raw material, bas been able to beat down the price in 
that market and to get his peanuts for crushing at a price at 
which he has never before' been able to purchase them, with 
the result of lowering the price of oils in Europe, thus re
ducing the price for our exportable surplus. With the emer
gency tariff duty applying, our buyers could not compete and 
purchase the foreign peanuts for cru bing. 

Would it not be much better from every standpoint for us 
to be permitted to buy our 1·aw material there and maintain 
the standard of price in that country instead of letting our only 
competitor without competition buy these nuts at his own 
price and then convert them into oil, forcing us to meet the 
competition of that lower-priced oil? This lower price for 
exportable surplus is undoubtedly reflected in the price of the 
nuts that we grow in thi country, whether those nut are 
used for crushing or other commercial purposes. 

Mr. President, all I wanted to show in this connection-and 
I -am speaking now more especially about the duty on peanuts
was to show the effect of that duty on growers of edible pea
nuts; to show that it has operated to prevent our crushers from 
getting from abroad their supply; and has prevented them from 
protecting the price of their product in our export market, and 
that the resulting decline of prices in that market has been 
inevitably reflected in the domestic price of our oil and all 
of the domestic products out of which those oils are produced. 

I am repeating what these gentlemen have stated to me and 
what I believe the facts to be. These gentlemen assert that they 
are not asking for these high duties upon vegetable oils ; that 
they are protesting against them ; that their foreign business 
ha been practically ruined as a re ult of these duties ; and 
that the falling away of their foreign business has resulted in 
a reduction of prices in their foreign market which has re
:fiected itself di ·astrousJy upon the prices of their products in 
the domestic market. 

I have tried to be as brief and concise as possible because I 
do not wish to take up any unnecessary time. 

Mr. KING. l\fay I inquire of the Senator, in view of the 
situation relative to peanut, some of the imported articles hav
ing been used for oil purposes, if it would not be fair, or at 
least much fairer than the present provision, to submit an 
amendment by which peanuL of tlle grade to be crashed for 
tbe oil content should come in in bond, and upon evidence that 
they were converted into oil, relieved of the duty? 

Mr. SUiIMONS. That can be done when the bill is open to 
amendments offered by individual Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. JONES of Washington in 
the chair). The question i · on agreeing to the committee 
aruendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask for the yeas and nays on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. Are we about to vote on the amendment 

in regard to the tax on peanuts? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. 
Mr. TRAMMELL. My understanding is that the chairman 

of the committee stated to the Senate that he felt that the pro
posed decrease was too much, and that the bill should stand as 
originally reported, with a duty of 3 cents per pound on peanuts. 
That is the rate carried in the emergency tariff bill and in 
the bill as it passed the House, and I hope ve"'r much that it 
will be retained at that figure, instead of .a the committee 
amendment proposes, which the chairman says he realizes is 
too small and should be defeated. That is my understanding 
of the statement made by him. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that a nega
tive vote will restore the House rate, and an affirmative vote 
support the Finance Committee in the lower rate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. The question 
is on the committee amendment to strike out " 3 cents " and to 
insert in lieu thereof "three-fourths of 1 cent." 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

l\Ir. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I 
trnnsfer my pair with the senior Senator from Mi sissippi [l\fr. 
WILLIAMS] to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. PAGE], 
and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce the following pairs: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] with the Senator 

from Florida [Mr. ·FLETCHER]; . 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM] with the Sen

ator from Virginia [Mr. GLABB]; 
The Senator from New Jersey [l\Ir. EDG.1!!] with the Senator 

from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]; and 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SUTHERLAND] with the 

Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
Mr. NEW. I tran fer my pair with the junior Senator from 

Tennes ee [Mr. l\1cKELLAR] to the junior Senator from Mary
land [Mr. WELLER] and vote "nay." 

Mr. McKINLEY. I transfer my pair with the junior Sen
ator from Arkansa [Mr. CARAWAY] to the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CROW] and vote "nay." 

Mr. CAMERON. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. WATSON] to the senior Senator from Iowa 
[l\Ir. CUMMINS] and vote 11 nay." 

Mr. FERNALD. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. JONES] to the senior Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] and vote "nay." 

The re ult was announced-yeas 13, nay 52, as follows: 

Dial 
Harrison 
King 
La Follette 

.AshUl'St 
Borah 
Broussard 
Bursum 
Calder 
Cameron 
Capper 
Colt 
Curti 
du Pon t 
Elkins 
Erns t 
Fernald 

YEAS-13. 
Owen 
Pornerene 
Shields 
Simmons 

Smith 
Stanley 
Underwood 
Walsh, Ma 

NAYS-52. 
France · 
Frelinghuysen 
Gooding 
Hale 
Harreld 
Harris 
He ti.in 
Johnson 
Jones, Wa ·b . 
KellOgf: 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
Ladd 

Lodge 
Mccumber 
McKinley 
McLean 
McNary 
Moses 
Nelson 
New 
Newberry 
Nicholson 
Oddie 
Pepper 
Phipps 

NOT VOTING-31. 
Ball Fletcher Myers 
Brandegce Gerry Norbeck 
Caraway Glass Norris 
Crow Hitchcock Overman 
Culberson Jones, N. Mex. Page 
Cummins Lenroot Pittman 
Dillingham McCormick Rawson 
:J!hlge M cK ellar Reed 

So the committee amendment was rejected. 

Wal ·h, Mont. 

Poindexter 
Ransdell 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smoot 
Spencer 
Ster Ung 
Swanson 
Townsend 
'l'rammell 
Warren 
Watson , Ind. 
Willis 

Robin ·on 
Standfield 
Sutherland 
Wadsworth 
Watson, Ga. 
Weller 
Williams 

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph 757, 
peauuts, ou page 110, line 24, to strike out "4" an~ insert "li," 
so a. to read : 

Shelled, H cents per pound. 
Mr . . SMOOT. I am directed by the committee to ask tbat 

this amendment of the committee be disagreed to. 
The amendment was rejected. 

• 
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The next amendment of the committee was, on page 111, line 

11, to strike out "25 ·• and insert in lieu thereof "40," so as 
to read: 

Flaxseed, 40 cents per bushel of 56 pounds. 
FLAXSEED AND LI 'SEED OIL--PARAGRAPHS 760 AND 50. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\fr. President, the Senate 
committee amendment to paragraph 760 increases the rate on 
tlaxseed from 25 cem~ 1Jc'i" bushel of 56 pounds, as provided in 
the House bill, to 40 cents per bushel ; and the amendment to 
paragraph 50 increases the rate on linseed oil from 2-! cents per 
pound, as provided in the House bill, to 3-! cents per pound. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SENATE BILL AND PREVIOUS LAWS. 
Under the Underwood Act flaxseed was dutiable at 20 cents 

pP.r bushel, and linseed oil was duitable at 10 cents per gallon 
<>f 7i pounds (Ii cents per pound). 

Under the Payne-Aldrich Act flaxseed was dutiable at 25 
cents per bushel, and lin~eed oil was dutiable at 15 cents per 
gallon of 7! pounds (2 cents per pound). 

Under .the emergency act flaxseed is now dutiable at 30 
cents per bushel, while tbe Underwood rate of 10 cents per 
gallon of 7! pounds of linseed oil remains unchanged. 

The pending bill increases the rate in the Underwood Act 
on flaxseed by 100 per cent, and the rate on linseed oil by 162! 
per cent. It increases the rate in the Payne-Aldrich Act on flax-

. seed by 60 per cent. and the rate on linseed oil by 133~ per cent. 
It increases the present rates-the Underwood Act, as amended 
by the emergency tariff act-by 33! per cent on flaxseed and 
162! per cent on linseed oil. 

the linseed-oil mills of Holland and England, as well as upon 
flaxseed from Canada, the Argentine, or India. 

So far as our flaxseed growers are concerned, the total duty 
on 19 pounds of oil must be relatively the same as the duty on 
1 bushel of flaxseed. Let us see what the duty actually is on 
flaxseed as provided for in this bill. 

The Senate committee amendment to paragraph 760 of this 
bill fixes the duty on flaxseed at 40 cents per bushel of 56 
pounds, as compared with 3! cents per bushel on oil or 66! cents 
upon the 19 pounds of oil in a bushel. 

l\fr. President, flax growers who are interested in what the 
far!ll bloc has done for them would naturally notice with gratifi
cation the proposed rate of 40 cents, which is double the duty of 
20 cei;its per bushel in the Underwood-Simmons law; but if they 
examrne the discount list and the penalty list, which is inserted 
in the later paragraphs of this bill, and fathom the intricacies 
of all of the strings that are tied to the regular schedules they 
would doubtless be less jubilant. · 

On page 269 of this act a joker has been inserted which by 
actual operation would reduce the flax growers' net protection 
from 40 cents per bushel, as provided for in paragraph 760, to 
30 cents per bushel. This special drawback provision reads as 
follows: 

~l1ere two or. more products resul:l from t.he .manipulation of im
ported merchandise, the drawback shall be distributed in accordance 
with their relative values at the time of separation . 

In order to be sure that this special provision would operate 
t~ reduce the amount of the specified duty on flaxseed by 25 per 
cent, due to the nondutiable by-product obtained therefrom, I 
addressed a letter to the Treasury Department and asked their 
opinion relative to the operation of this drawback provision 
and I have received a letter from the Treasury Department 
from which I will read: 

Under the act of 1909 it was the practice to distribute the draw
back accruing to linseed oil and linseed-oil cake produced from im
porte~ flaxseed accord!ni; to their. i:elative values at the time of separa

Our average production for the years 1914 to 1920 has been tion m accordance with the decrs1on of the court in the case of the 
12,000,000 bushels, and our average yearly imports l1ave been Unltecl States v. Dean Linseed Oil Co. (87 Fed. 453). The provisions 

o~ section 313 of the pending tariff bill as amended by the Senate 

Mr. President, a clear and accurate understanding of the 
problem of a tariff on flaxseed is possible only when considered 
in conjunction with the duty on linseed oil. Flaxseed is grown 
in the United States exclusively for the production of linseed 
oil. 

FLA.XSEE[)---EFFECT OF DUTY UPON DOMESTIC CROP. 

14,000,000 bushels. Our consumption has closely approximated Fmance Committee appear to be substantially the same as the drnwback 
our production plus our imports. Our production has averaged provisions of the act of 1909. 
45 per cent of our consumption and our imports have averaged A bushel of flaxseed will be separated into 19 pounds of lin-
55 per cent of our consumption. seed oil and 37 pound of oil cake. The flaxseed importer will 

It is clearly established that on this particular product-flax- then export the 37 pounds of oil cake to Europe and claim a 
seed-the American grower will collect an increased price for drawback in spite of the fact that oil cake itself is on the free 
his seed equal to the amount of any tariff levied on imports of list. The Treasury Department will calculate the value of the 
foreign flaxseed. It has been proven conclusively that previous products which the flaxseed importer obtained through the 
tariffs in both Democratic and Republican tariff bills have never simple process of separating the oil and cairn by adding the 
operated so as to induce the growing of a greater quantity of value of the 19 pounds of oil according to the market ~Jrice exist
flaxseed in the United States. The statistics show that these ing at the time of separation and the value of the 37 pounds 
previous tariffs have ne,·er resulted in promoting the develop- of linseed cake which the importer has .,hipped to Europe. It 
ment of flax growing to the end that we might eventually grow will then be found that the value of the 37 pounds of linseed 
all we require. cake which has been reexported will average slightly over 25 

The duty on flaxseed has never had the effect of being a per cent of the combined value of the 19 pounds of oil and 37 
" protective" tariff in tbe commonly accepted idea that a duty pounds of linseed cake, and the flaxseed importer will receive a 
is protective when it protects the production of an article at drawback from the Treasury Department approximating 25 
home against the same article produced abroad so that the in- per cent of the duty which he paid on the bushel of flax eed. 
dustry may be developed. It bas merely operated as a bounty The drawback of 25 per cent of°the 40 cents duty which the 
for flax growers when they chose to grow flax instead of wheat. flaxseed importer paid will amount to 10 cents and thereby the 
This is made very clear by the Tariff Commission in their pub- net duty which the flaxseet'\ importer will have paid will amount 
lication entitled "Agricultural Staples and the Tariff, Informa- to only 30 cents and not 40 cents as provided for in paragraph 
tion Series No. 20" (p. 127). 760. 

Neither have high prices for flaxseed caused by great demand Mr. President, we must therefore consider these tariff rates 
contributed to an increase in its production. Price fluctuations on flaxseed and linseed oil on the basis of the duty on flaxse~ 
of from $2 to $3 per bushel have taken place without creating being actually 30 cents per bushel of 56 pounds and not 40 cents 
a larger production. per bushel, as the agricultural bloc would have the farmers 

There can be no question regarding the accuracy of the' believe. 
Tariff Commission's statements that the fundamental obstacles Let us now see what the duty is on linseed oil. Paragraph 50 
to the production of flaxseed in the United States are such of thi::s bill fixes the duty at 3i cents per pound, and 3! cents 
that the production of flaxseed is not one that can be encouraged multiplied by 19-there are 19 pounds of oil obtained from a 
or developed in a practical manner, no matter how high a tariff bushel of flaxseed-equals 66! cents. Therefore the facts are 
might be imposed on foreign flaxseed. that the duty on flaxseed in this bill fo:. the benefit of flax 

The levying of a duty on flaxseed can not, therefore, be jus- growers is 30 cents per bushel, and the duty on the oil content 
tified on any other theory than that of its being merely a of a bushel of flaxseed after it is separated from the cake is 
bounty, and if the leaders of the agricultural bloc think they 66! cents per bushel. 
are obtaining a bounty for American flaxseed growers through In other words, Mr. President, the importers of flaxseed
the combination of rates on linseed oil and flaxseed they have only 14 in number-are invited by the farm bloc and the ma
advocated and vigorously forced into thiS bill they are very jority members of the Senate Finance Committee to collect a 
much mistaken. subsidy amounting to 36i cents oa the 19-pound linseed oil con-

coMPARATivm ouTrns oN FLAXSEED AND LINSEED orL. tent of every bushel of flaxseed grown in the United States and 
on every bushel that is imported from Canada and the Argentine. 

There are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained in actual prac- To suppose that a small band of 14 importers who control 
~ce from a bushel of flaxseed, weighin.g 56 poll.!1ds. Imports are this business will decline such an invitation when they have 
m th~ form of both flaxseed an_d lmseed ~nl, and. therefore already been shown to have adopted other means of accomplish
Am~rican fi~x growers whe~ seekm~ protection reqmre a du~ ing the same thing without the aid of a tariff would be absurd. 
on lIDports 111 the form of lmseed oil that bas been crushed in 1 Is it not amazing that the farm bloc should be promoting with 

XLII--G:~ ' 
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all of their energy and vigor a system whereby 14 closely co
operating flaxseed importers should collect on the American 
farmers' production of ilaxseed more protection than the grower 
received himself, and in addition thereto a subsidy at the same 
extortionate rate on all of the flaxseed that is imported 1 

Mr. President, the process of separating linseed oil and cake 
from the flaxseed is very simple. In fact, the process is so 
simple that I believe the importers of bird cages, hair dryers, 
anll cuckoo clocks, against whom a Member of this body spoke 
so >ehemently a few days ago, employ more labor in unpacking 
the foreign cuckoo clocks, hair · dryers, and bird cages than do 
these flaxseed importers employ in remonng linseed oil from 
its container-the flaxseed. It would, therefore, be just as 
logical to grant the importers of cuckoo clocks some special 
rates to protect the workmen who unpack the boxes of them 
as they come from Germany as it is to provide special rates for 
the e 14 flaxseed importers so that they may be enabled to swell 
their treasuries by $9,400,000 in excess of what their legitimate 
profits would be. 

The favorable consideration accorded the flaxseed importers 
is due to the fact that they have qualified in the eyes of the 
majority members of the Finance Committee as captains of in
dustry. They must have linseed-oil mills as an adjunct to their 
domestic and importing business in order to separate the linseed 
oil from the flaxseed, but there is no diversity of interest. They 
all work together and they all ask the farm bloc and the 
majority members of the committee to rate them as American 
manufacturers and to overlook the fact that more than half of 
their business is importing. They have insisted that they be 
given high rates of duty for the protection of their "rnanufac
luring industry," although at least 60 per cent of their subsidy 
ivould be collected by them through importing operations. 

Linseed-oil mills crushing flaxseed with 33 per cent oil yield 
only pay wage earners an amount equal to 2i per cent of the 
value of their production. The following is an extract from the 
report of the United States Bureau of the Census for 1919: 
Number of linseed millS------------------------~- 26 
Number of wage earners------- ------------------- 2. 173 
Wa ges paid wage earners--------------------------- $3, 052, 000 
Value of productS--------------------------------·-- $120, 638, 000 

Tariff protection for linseed-oil mills above the protection they 
pny on flaxseed can not be justified by any appreciable differ
ence in the labor costs here and abroad. 

Sometimes excessive tariff rates are automatically reduced 
by keen competition in the home market. In the case of the 
linseed-oil industry 26 linseed-oil mills, owned by about 14 com
panies, crush all the oil that is crushed in America, and 5 com
panies control 75 per cent of this business. 

It is, therefore, certain that the tariff will be collected in its 
entirety by such a small number of operators. A representative 
of one of these linseed-oil mills stated before the Committee on 
W ays and l\leans that the difference in labor costs in linseed-oil 
mills here and abroad was not a serious matter. The American 
mills, witll their superior facilities for distribution, can also 
secure a premium on domestic linseed oil over the prices of fo1"
eign lin eed oil with the tariff added. 

The Payne-Aldrich Act created a differential for the American 
linseed-.oil mill operators of 17! cents on the oil content of a 
bu!'lhel of flaxseed. 

Those who framed the Underwood-Simmons law found that 
the1·e was little labor cost in the crushing of flaxseed and re
duced the Payne-Aldrich differential to 5 cents on the oil content 
of 'a bushel of flaxseed. This differential fully protected our 
linseed-oil mills, as shown by the sman imports of linseed oil 
as compared with the large imports of flaxseed. 

The Republican Party upset the scientifically adjusted rate 
in the Underwood-Simmons law by their ill-advised emergency 
tariff, which raised the duty on flaxseed from 20 cents per 
bu ~hel to 30 cents per bushel without granting any increase in 
the duty on linseed oil. This reTersed the differential in favor 
of foreign oil mills, and since the present law became effective 
we have imported relatively larger quantities of linseed oil than 
ftaxseed; and pointing to the results of this ha:phazard emer
gency tariff, the American linseed-oil monopoly are now using 
thi as an axgu:ment to obtain a differential in their favor far 
in excess of any slight difference that may exist between the 
co~t of crushing linseed in the mills abroad and in this country. 

Here is what the linseed crushers, the Government, and the 
farmers will receive, based on an average :rear of 12,000,000 
bushels domest ic crop and 14,000,000 bushels of imported flax
seed: 
The Government will collect duties on 14,000,000 bushels I 

of imported fl axseed a t 30 cents per busheL--------~--- $4, 200, 000 
The fa rmer will coll f'<.'t t ariff protection on 12,000,0()0 

bushels at 3 0 cents per bushcL----------------------- 3, 600, 000 

.Alter deducting th.e above amounts paid by linseed crnshers 
in duties and tariff protection for their daxseed, their 
excessive subsidy of 36~ cents on the oil content of a 
bushel of flaxseed will equaL------------------------ $9, 490, 000 

Total cost of this scheme to b~ paid by the manu· 
facturers and others using linseed oil as a raw 
material equals----- -------------'------------- 17, 290, 000 

American paint, varnish, oilcloth, and linoleum industries 
which use linseed oil as a raw material will have to add the 
66} cent collected by the American linseed-oil monopoly to 
the price of their products, and this amount will be una void
ably multiplled as the linseed oil passes through the channels 
of industry and trade, to be paid by the consumer at the retail 
stores. · 

This tariff, at its cost to consumers as above explained, will 
be paid one-half by American farmers and one-half by Ameri
can consumers. The result to the farmer, on the basis of 66! 
cents protection given the linseed-oil mills, not to mention the 
increase which will accrue as the manufactured products pass 
through the hands of the manufacturer, wholesaler, and re
tailer, will be as follows : 
Cost to farmer in purchase of products made from lin· 

seed 011------------------------------------------- $8, 645, 000 
Protection received by the farmer from the tar:Uf on flax-

seed---------------------------------------------- 3,600,000 

Loss to the farmer----------------------------- 5,045,000 
If the farmers' tariff on flaxseed is allowed to be so prosti

tuted by the rates on linseed oil as proposed in the pending bill, 
the result to the farmer is a tremendous loss, while thousands 
of substantial industries and American consumers will be forced 
to submit to exploitation. 

l\fr. President, I have a very large number of letters and 
telegrams from paint manufacturers and organizations in 
the State of :Massachusetts protesting against this duty, par
ticularly upon linseed oil, which I ask to have inserted in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. W ADSW-OBTH in the chair) . 
Without objection, it will be so ordered. 

The letters and telegrams are as follows: 
HOLYOKl!l CENT RAL LABOR UNION, 

Holyoke; Mass., April ~4, 192!. 
Hon. DATID WALSH, 

United States Senator, United States Senate, Washinuto~, D. 0. 
HONORABLJil SIR: The Holyoke Central Labor Union desire to pro

test to yon against the exorbitant rate of duty on linseed oil and 
flaxseed oil. We belleTe that there is no justification: for such a dif
ferential in the rates on flaxseed and linseed oil, as the labor in lin
seed crushing is very small. 

We also want to protest against the proposal of Senator LADD or 
North Dakota, as made by him on January 5, relative to flaxseed 
and linseed oil. 

It is the hope of the above named body that you will see your way 
clear to work and vote for an amendment to the bill, making a t·adical 
ri!ductio.n in the duty on both linseed and flaxseed oil, as the pro
posed high tariff on both linseed and tlaxseed oil will be one of the 
causes of stopping a great deal of repairs on buildings as well as re
tarding much new work for some time to come. Thanking you in 
advan ce for past and present favors, I remain, · 

Respectfully yours, JOSEPH L. MARCON, Secretary. 

.MILFORD, °MASS., .A.priZ 13, 1922. 
Hon. DAVID I. W..\LS11, 

Utiited States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
DE.An SENATOR: We desire to protest to yon against the exorbitant 

rate of duty of 21 cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 ot 
the Fordnev taritr~ bill. As there are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained 
from a bushel of flaxseed, this rate of 2! cents per pound on linseed 
is equal to 471 cents per bushel. 

There is no justification for such a differential in the rates on flax
seed and linseed oil. as the labor in linseed crushing is very small. 
The Bureau of the Census extract for the year 1919 shows the wages 
paid in linseed oil mills to be only 2! per cent ot the value of the 
~roducts produced. 

We also protest against the proposal ot Senator LADD, of North 
Dakota1 made by him on Janun-ry 5 before the Senat~ Finance Com
mittee urging that the rate of duty on fiaxseed be rncreased to 40 
cents per bushel, and that the duty on linseed be increased from 2~ 
to 3~ cents per pound. 

We ur"'e that a duty of 20 cents per bushel n et, and not subject to 
any dra;back on oU cake, be adopted on flaxseed, and a duty of not 
over 12 cents per gallon of n pounds be adopted on linseed oil. 

Hoping you will see that this injustice is eliminated from the 
pending ta-riff bill, we remain, 

Yours very truly, 
LOCAL NO. 216, BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, 

DF.lCORATORS, AZ.."D PAPEilHANQERS Oli' AMERICA, 
By CHAS... E. DEWING, Secretary. 

BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS, A~ 
PAPERHANGERS OF A.MERICA, 

Boston, Ain·il 4, 191!2. 
Hon. DAVID I. WA.LSH, 

Umt-ea States Senate, Washington, D. O. 
DEAR SIR: I have been instructed to write you, on behalf of Local 

258 protesting the passage of a bill now pending iu regat·d to the tariff 
on haxseed and linseed oil. 

Yours respectfully, R . W. BENNETT, 
aecorcifag Secreta111. 
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BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DECORATORS, AND PA.PERHA~QERS 

OF AMERICA, LOCAL UNION No. 257, 
Bpring"{ield, Mass., Ma1·ch 31, 191/2. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: We desire to protest to you against the exorbitant 
rate of duty of 2~ cents per oound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of 
the Fordney tarilf bill. .As there are 19 p{)unds of linseed oil obtained 
from a bushel of flaxseed, this rate of 2~ cents per pound on linseed oil 
is equal to 47~ cents pe1· bushel. As the duty on flaxi;;eed iB paragraph 
760 is 25 cents per bushel, which after deducting the drawback amounts 
to 18~ cents per bushel, the <luty on linseed oil is most unjust, as it 
forces all linseed oil consumers to pay 29 cents per bushel more protec
tion to the linseed oil mills than the oil mills pay to American farmers 
or to our Government in duties on imported flaxseed. 

There is no justification for such a dil!erential in the rates on flax
seed and linseed oil, as the labor in linseed crushing is very small. We 
also protest against the proposal of Senator LADD, of North Dakota, 
that the rate of duty on flaxseed be increased to 40 cents per bushel 
and that duty on linseed oil be raised from 2~ to 3~ cents per pound. 

We urge that a duty of 20 cents per bushel net, and not subject to 
any drawback on oil cake, be adopted on flaxseed, and a duty of not over 
12 cents per gallon of H pounds be adopted on linseed oil. 

Hoping that you will see that this matter is given attention, I am 
Respectfully you1·s, ' 

P. H. TRIGGS, 
Secn~tary of Local Union No. f51. 

BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS; DECORATORS, 
AND PAPlilRHANGl!lRS OF AMICRIC~, 

Union No. !53, of Holyoke, Mass., Ap1·il 12, 19l2. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR SllNATOR: We desire to protest to you against the exorbitant 

rate of duty of 3~ cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of 
the Fordney tariff bill. We also protest to you against the duty on 
flaxseed. Hor\n~ you will see that this injustice is eliminated from the 
pending tariff bul, we remain, 

Yours very truly, ROBERT GOODWIN, Recording Secretary. 

BROTHERHOOD OF PAINTERS, DBCORATORS, 
AND PAPERHANGERS OF .AMERICA, 

Union No. 75, of Fall River, Mass., April £'4, 1922. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

United States Senate, Washingtori, D. 0. 
DEAR SIB: The Senate Finance Committee has reported out the 

tariff' bill with a provision for a duty on linseed oil and flaxseed. If 
the recommendation becomes a law, it will greatly increase the cost of 
linseed-oil varnish and all painting material. So I ask you to try and 
work ' for an amendment to the bill, as it will greatly reduce the amount 
of our work. I remain, 

Fraternally yours, P. O. DUCHARME, 
Recording l::iecretary Local 15. 

HOLYOKE, MASS., April 20, 1922. 
Hon. DAVID WALSH, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 
DiilAR SE::\'ATOR: We desire to protest to you against the exorbitant 

rate of duty of 2~ cents per pound on linseed oil in paragraph 50 of 
the Fordney tariff bill. .As there are 19 pounds of linseed oil obtained 
~rom a bushel of flaxseed this rate of 2~ cents pe1· pound on linseed oil 
?;'! eq'!al to 4H cents per bushel. ..;\s the duty on flaxseed in paragraph 
1GO 1s 25 cents per bushel, wb1ch, after deducting the drawback 
am<?unts to 18?; c.ents pe1: bushel, the duty on linseed oil is most unjust 
as 1t forces all lmseed 011 consumers to pay :w cents per bushel more 
J\)l'Otection to linseed oil mills. that. the oil mills pay to American 
farmers or to our Government m duties on imported flaxseed. 

There is no justification for such a differential in the rates on flax
seed and linseed oil, ,as the labor in linseed crushing is very small. The 
Bmeau of the Census extract for the year 1919 shows the wages paid 
in linseed oil mills to be only 2~ per cent of the value of the products 
pro<luced. 

We also protest .against the proposal of Senator LADD, of North 
Dakota, made by him on January 5 before the Senate Finance Com
mittee, urging that the ·rate of duty on flaxseed oil be raised from 2~ 
to 3~ cents per pound. This proposal would make the duty on flaxseed 
exorbitant and make the rates of duty on linseed oil e\-en more unjust 
than those origiaall:y; contained in the Fordney bill. 
W~ urge that a duty of 20 cents per bushel net and not subject to 

any drawback on oil cake be adopted on flaxseed and a duty of not 
over· 12 cents per gallon of H pounds be adopted on linseed oil. Any 
rates higher than these will cause an unjust increase in the cost of 
linseed oil products, such as paint and enamel, and furthermore any 
greater differPntial than 10 Cents per bushel On flaxseed and Uhseed 
oil would result in an exploitatory subsidy foe linseed oil mills to which 
they have no just claim. Hoping you will see that this injustice is 
eliminated from the pending tariff bill, we remain, 

Yours very truly, 

DAVID I. WALSH, 

HOLYOKE BUILDIXG TRADES ComwIL 
FRANK R. ELTrnG, Sec1·etary. ' 

Bosro-'<, M..1.ss., Jc.nuary 20, 19Z2. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.: 
We protest the proposed tariff on flaxseed of 40 cents per bushel and 

26~ cents per gallon on linseed oil. We think it an outrage against 
the paint and varnish manufacturers. This is legislation for the few 
against the many. Is this American justice we have been proud of? 

WADSWORTH, HOWLAND & Co. (Ixc.). 

DAYll) I. WALSH, 
BOSTON, l\IASS., Jfat'Ch 31, 1922. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
We protest against proposed duty on linseed oil of 31t cents per 

pound. We can't survive if any more handicaps are put on our 
mdustry. 

WADSWORTH, HOWLAND & ·CO. {INC.). 

8 on. DAVID I. w ALSH, 
BOSTON, MASS., August '25, 1921. 

United States Senator, Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR 8ENATOR : We dislike to bother you "'ith the many cares an<l 

uoubles that must constantly arise for you as our Senator. but we do 
feel that it is of the utmost importance that we enter our protest 

against the Fordney tariff bill as it now reads regarding animal and 
vegetable oils and fats. 

It would seem to the writer that any man would know that there 
should not be any tariff on these raw materials. Take, for instance, 
China wood oil. Under this Fordney bill there will be a tariff of 
40 cents per gallon, which is nearly as much as we used to pay for it. 
What will be the result of any such tariff as that? The foreigners will 
make the goods up and ship it right into the UniteJ States and beat us. 

There should be no tariff on tlaxseed. Every manufacturer of paints 
and varnishes knows that we are no longer an export country in flax
seed, but are only one of the large importing countries; still they go to 
work and put a tariff on flaxseed. . It seems as if they are working in 
every way to put manufacturers in our line out of business. 
. For instance, normally we use 30,000,000 bushels of flaxseed per year 
m this country, and this year if we can raise over 8,000,000 or 9,000,000 
bushels in this country we will be uoing well, and our production ot 
flaxseed is growing less and less while the demand is increasing. 

It does not seem possible that men who think could go over this bill 
as r·egards these two items and have a broad-minded love of our country 
in view when they promote any such bill as this. 

Yours very truly, 
WADSWORTH, HOWLAXD & CO. {l::\'C.), 
ARTHUR P. FELTON, P1·esident. 

BosTo~. MAss., Janttary 20, 1922. 
DAVID I. WALSH, 

Senate Finance Committee, Washington, IJ-; 0.: 
We protest against a tarifl'. of 40 cents a bushel on flaxseed and 26i 

cents on linseed oil. It is an outrage on the paint industry. 

Senator WALSH, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

JAs. H. PRINCE P . .\IXT C'o 

NORFOLK DOWNS, MASS., March 31, 1922. 

Understand Finance Committee is considering adoption of 3~ cents 
per pound duty on linseed oil. This exorbitant duty on the principal 
raw material of our industry will greatly curtail consumption of our 
products. We emphatically oppose a duty in excess of 12 cents per 
gallon. 

NORFOLK VARNISH Co. 
l\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I hold in my 

hand a very remarkable letter, which I am going to ask to 
have read from· the desk. It is a letter from a manufacturer 
of Philadelphia, Pa., who uses linseed oil in very large qnanti
ties. This letter shows the extent of the burden which will be 
placed upon him by the exaction of the very high prices that 
will follow the imposition of this high duty. It is a letter 
which I am sure is similar to letters that have been received 
by other Senators from like manufacturers in various parts of 
the country; but he states the whole story better than I could 
state it, and I am going to ask the Secretary to read the letter 
in full to the Senate. 

1\1r. McCUl\1BER. The Senator, I understand, asks that the 
letter be read? 

Ur. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes. 
l\Ir. McCUMBER. I think every Senator has received that 

letter and read it. It is quite a lengthy letter, as I now recall. 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Ordinarily. I should not 

ask that it be read; but this is a very important subject, and 
I think it will contribute something to the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter 
will be read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 
CoNGOLE'GM Co. (INC.). 

Philadelphia, Pa., July 6, 1922. 
Hon. DAVID I. w ALSH, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DE.All Sm : As a manufacturer of linoleums and felt base floor cover

ings and a large user of linseed oil, we desire to protest against tbe 
prop<>Sed compensatory duty of 3~ cents per pound on linseed oil, which 
ls based on a propose() duty of 40 cents per bushel on flaxseed. 

This duty on linseed oil is equivalent to an increase of approximately 
16 cents per gallon over the Underwood rate, which means that if the 
duty becomes effective we will be obliged to pay 16 cents more per 
gallon for linseed oil. 

This company uses at least 1,000,000 gallons of linsee a oil per year. 
.An increu.se of 16 cents per gallon would mean that our cost of pro
duction would be increased $160,000 annually. To cover this increase 
in the cost of production it would be necessary to increase our selling 
prices by $240,000 per year, which in turn would be increased by the 
retailers to $360,000 per year. Therefore for this $160,000 incr·ease 
in our production cost the ultimate consumer would pay approximately 
$360,000. 

'!'his condition arises from the fact that any increase in the cost ot 
raw materials entering into a manufactured article is charged Into the 
cost of production. 'J.'he selling price of the manufactured articles is 
based on certain percentages of the cost of production. For example, 
if an article costs $1 to manufacture, the selling price might be 133 
per cent of this cost Should the raw materials entering into the 
said article be increased 16 cents, then the total production cost be
comes $1.16 and the selling price would then become 133 per cent of 
$1.16. This same principle also applies to the retailers' cost and 
selling prices ; consequently any increase in the cost of production 
means a greater increase in the selling price to the retailer and still 
greater increase tb the ultimate consumer. 

According to th'e Bureau of Census report for 1921 the oilcloth 
ancl linoleum industry consumed over 9,000,000 gallons of linseed oil 
which means that the increased cost to the whole industry and to the 
consumer would be nine times the above figures, which amounts to 
an increased cost to the industry of $1,.{40,000 and an increased cost 
to the ultimate consumer of at least $3,240,000. 

A bushel of flaxseed, which WC'ighs 56 pounds, yields 19 pounfls of 
linsePd oil, or approximately 2~ gallons. Under the Underwood Tari.tr 
Act there was a duty of 20 cents per bushel on flaxseed. Tbis made 
the ma1·ket price of flaxseed 20 cents a bushel higher than it there had 
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been no duty, because a large portion of the ~axseed used was im
ported, and therefore the domestic price would equal the imported price 
plus the duty of 20 cents per bushel. This additional cost of 20 cents 
pt r bushel was equivalent to 8 cents per gallon, which meant that the 
Unuerwood tariff rate on flaxseed increased the cost of linseed oil by 
8 cents a gallon. The linseed--011 producer was given a duty of 10 
cents per gallon, which enabled him to absorb this additional cost 
plu a profit of 25 per cent 011 the increase of 8 cents. 

Under the prnpo ed duty flaxseed will be increased at the net rate 
o1 10 cents per bushel over the Underwood rate. The gross rate is 40 
cents, but there is a drawback equivalent to 10 cents per bushel on 
linseed cake in the drawback provisions of the bill, which makes the · 
net rate of 30 cents per bushel. This increase of 10 cents per bushel 
over the Underwood i·ate is equivalent to an increase in the cost of 
linseed oil of 4 cents per gallon, which means that the linseed-oil 
producers should have a duty of 5 cents more per gallon over the 
Underwood rate to cover this increased cost of production and allow 
them a 25 per cent profit on the increa e. This would then make the 
total rate of duty on linseed oil 15 cents per gallon as a compensatory 
rate of 30 cents net per bushel on flaxseed. 

Instead of this the linseed-oil manufacturers are granted a rate of 
26.; cents plu · per gallon, which means that for an increase in their 
co t of production of 4 cents per gallon over the Underwood rate 
they wish to obtain an increased duty of 16~ cents, which will enable 
them to get 16.t cents more for their oil to offset an increase in the 
cost of 4 cents. If this rate becomes effective, the linseed--0il pro
ducers will receive lli cents per ~allon more than they actually need 
to offset the increased cost of production plus a 25 per cent profit on 
the increase. This lH cents excess profit means that the linoleum 
and oilcloth industry would be obliged to pay $990,000 more for its 
linseed oil, while in turn the consumer would pay $2,227,500. 

In a stat~ment made by Si>nator LADD, as reported in the CONGRllS
SlONAL RECORD of May 15, 1922, it was claimed that the cost of con
version of flaxseed into linseed oil was 50 cents per bushel, and that 
the European cost was 25 cents per bushel. Also, that labor in Europe 

.is not receiving anything like 50 per cent of tbe wages paid in the 
lJ11ited State . This company investigated the labor costs in England 
.and received from the National Seed and Crushers' Association. of 
London, the average rates of pay paid in England by the linseed-oil 
crushers. This letter is attached hereto. 

These rates of pay expressed in our money, with exchange at $4.40 
per pound terling, are as follows : 

Cents per hour. 
l1olders--------------------------------------------------- 26. 1 

~~r~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ i!:i 
Although we do not employ any molders, pressmen, or parers, we 

employ common labor and grinders in the linoleum business, and the 
'Wage in tbe e cla es of labor range between 30 cents and 35 cents 
per hour at the present time. 

The rates of pay for general labor paid by the linseed-oil crushers 
in Eni?land are approximately the same as paid for the same class of 
labor in other industries of which we have authentic records. It can 
be readily seen that England is paying considerably more than half 
of the wages paid in the United States. 

The conversion cost or crushing cost of linseed oil is analogous to 
the crushing of cotton seed, excepting the cotton seed requires more 
work and labor in preparing the seed for the crusher. The cottonseed 
crushers have alway been able to crush their products as cheaply as 
any foreign country, and even requested that there be no tat·iff on 
cottonseed and similar foreign oils. The reason fOr this condition is 
due to the fact that the labor cost in crushing oil seeds is an exceed
ingly small increment. In the crushing of linseed oil the labor cost 
is 2~ per cent of the total value of the product as 'shown by the 1919 
census. The above rates of English labor indicate that their rates per 
hour are approximately 70 per cent of the American rate, which would 
mean that the actual Jabor saving would be 70 per cent of 2~ per cent, 
or approximately three-fourths of 1 per cent of the value of the prod
ucts. This means that if the British labor was as efficient as the 
American labor, the cost of production would be reduced by three
fourths of 1 per cent of the value of the products. This saving is so 
small that it will not begin to pay the transportation costs on the fin
isl1ed products between England and America. At the present time 
however, American labor, from personal observations that the write~ 
has made in other industries iu England. is far more efficient than the 
"English labor, and although the rates of pay per hour in England are 
lower than the rates of pay in the United States, the output per hour 
in the United States is much greater, thereby offsetting to a large 
extent the advantage gained by lower rates per hour. 

It the prop<>sed rates of duty on linseed oil become e1fective the 
co ts of certain grades of floor coverings which this company .n'tanu
factures and is now exporting will be increased to the point where it 
,..ill probably be necessary to either discontinue the export business 
or else manufacture such products in the countries where such floor 
coverings are now being exported. In either case, this ·will mean the 
withdrawal ol this amount of busine s from the United States result
ing in a reduction in purchases and employment of labor, which again 
reacts on the linseed-oil crusher and on the farmer. 

We furthermore wish to state that we are urging that the pro
posed rates of duty on linoleums be reduced, as they are much higher 
than is necessary to qualize the difference in the cost of production 
between linoleums manufactured in England and those manufactured 
in the United States. The exact amount of the reduction that we are 
urging in the rates on linoleum is dependent upon the rate of duty 
that will apply to linseed oil. 

Approximately 60 per cent of the floor coverings manufactured by 
this company are sold in the agricultural <listricts, and we believe 
that this ratio of distribution will apply to the other manufacturers 
of linoleums and oilcloths. Con eqnently 60 per cent of the burden 
of the excessive duty on linseed oil, as carried by the ultimate con
sumer of floor covermgs, falls upon the farmer. 

The farmer ls also a very extensive user of linseed oil in the form 
-Of paints which he buys to paint his buildings and equipment. Here 
again the excessive duty on linseed oil will fall upon the farmer. 

There are nearly 1,000 paint manufacturers in the United States 
who use lhmeefl oil as a basic material. We can not understand how 
the proposed duty on lin eed oil can be regarded as protective when 
it imposes an unwarranted burden upon the American farmers and all 
other consumers and accomplb:hes nothing but the creation of an ex
ce . . ive profit for the few operators of a simple oil-separating proce ·s. 

We feel that it is iBcumbent upon the Senate to reduce the pro
J)OSed 3! cents per pound duty on linseed oil to 2 cents per pound, 

which would be equivalent to 15 cents per gallon. This rate will pro
vide ample compensation and ample p1·otective margin for the flaxse d- • 
crushing operation as compared with the proposed rate of 40 cents per 
bushel (30 cents net) on flaxseed. 

Very truly yours, A. E. VAN BrnLER, Se~etary. 

THE NATIOXAL Slil&D CRU lIERS' ASSOCIATION, 
London, June Z:J, 192!. 

H. SHELDON TIEL, Esq., 
The Oo11goleum Co. (Inc.), Philadelphia. 

DEAR Sm: With reference to your call here to-day, I have plea are 
in giving you information as to the rates of wages paid to the em
ployees in the English oil mills. 

As you will understand, the rates vary slightly in different towns. 
country mills mostly paying slightly lower rates than city mills. The 
following, however, .are the principal Tates applicable in Hull, whicb is 
the center, by about 50 per cent of the seed-crushing business of the 
United Kingdom : 

Shillings. 
Pressmen--------------------------------------------------- 63 
Molders -------------------------------------------------- 57 
Grinders--------------------------------------------------- 56 
Parers---------------------------------------------------- 55 
Genei:al labor----------------------------------------------- 55 

The above rates are for a working week of 6 shifts of 8 hours each, 
say a week of 48 hours. The practice on this side is to work three 
squads of men in the 24 hours, the first start working from G a. m. till 
2 p. m.

6 
tbe second set from 2 p. m. till 10 p. m., and the third et 

from 1 p. m. till 6 a. m. ; each squad of men takes rot:i.tion. The 
men on the first shift one week take the second shitt the next week :rnd 
the third shift the following week, and so round. In actual practice 
there is one shift of eight hours dropped in th~ three weeks, owing to 
the intervention of the Saturday. so that a man in bis three weeks cycle 
really works 48 hours the first week, 48 hours the second week, and 
40 hours only the third week. No deduction of wages is made for the 
third week i. he receives the same wage for that period. In eaeh shift 
of 8 hours were is a break of 20 minutes for meals at half time. 

We shall be happy to give you any further information you desire. 
Yours faithfully, 

J. W. PBARSON, President. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, when para
graph 50 is taken up I shall move to reduce the rate on flaxseed 
oil from 3~ cents to 2 cents. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I am profoundly affected 
by the plea which has just come from the lllilllufacturers of 
linoleum, who, of course, use considerable flaxseed or linseed 
oil in the manufacture of their product. However, I am not 
prepared to shed copious tears when I recall that they have 
asked and received· the full compensatory duty upon the flax
seed oil in the rates which have been given them for the protec
tion of their product against English and other manufactures. 
I do not find that any one of them is reque ting that their 
product be placed upon the free list or that the rate on it be 
materially reduced. 

l\lr. WAL.SH of Ma sachusetts. I understood tl1e objection 
made by the writer of the letter which has just been read was 
that these rates would compel him to charge such a high price for 
his product that he would be unable to do any export business. 

Mr. McCUl\fBER. However, I think they will continue to 
import just as long as we are producing less than one-third of 
the product consumed in the United St.ates, and I have no doubt 
that the duty may possibly also affect their export trade. That 
would naturally follow. 

I read with great interest how these extra duties would be 
charged to the consumer, and that the consumer would have 
loaded upon his shoulders the extra weight of 3! cents a pound 
on the oil that is used in the linoleum. 

I can not help pausing a moment and casting my eyes over 
the record of their charges for linoleum in 19~0. They were 
not mourning at that time about the consumers. At that time 
they were asking several times the former value of their prod
uct, and they were importing their linseed oil without the 
payment of any of these higher duties. 

They are just like all other human beings; they are going to 
get all they can for their product, and tbe meusare of what they 
will receive will be the ability of the public to purchase. That 
is what they have done in the past and that is what they will 
do in the future, and they will charge all that the trade will 
bear, and they will do this, tariff or no tariff. They would like 
to charge that and at the same time prevent the producer of 
the fiaxseed from receiving due compensation for his labor in 
producing their raw product. But, l\lr. President, this duty will 
not .be added to the cost of linoleum for the simple rea on tbat the 
trade will not allow an increase in price. The price of this prod
uct will come down, as the prices of all other products will recede. 

I was not in the Chamber when the Senator from Massa
chusetts began his argument, but I am going to pre ume that he 
abandoned the stock argument which we have heard on the 
other side so often, that the farmer got no benefit out of the 
emergency tariff. I do not think he mentioned that subject. It 
was mentioned with a great deal of vehemence when the crop 
of the world sent peanuts down, but it is forgotten when the 
conditions of the worlu send flaxseed up. 

I am trying to be as reasonable as possible in the considera
tion 'Of the effect of a duty on any commodity. I have -nevei: 
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cla imed that the tru·iff was going to change the whole world 
prices of any commodity,_ and have alwaya insisted that pri?es 
in the United States would go up and down to correspond with 
general world production.. That was true of the peanut crop ; 
it is true of the flaxseed crop. 

But I want to call attention to this one fact, that while world 
prices of flaxseed, after we plliSsed the emergency tariff bill,- went 
upward, the American prices were sent upward away beyond 
the. world level of prices, and the difference between the world 
level of prjces and the American level of prices during the 
same per~od measures accurately the benefit we obtained from 
the emergency tariff law. 

We passed the emergency tariff law in the month of May, 
192L In the month of April, the precedil'lg month. the price of 
No. 1 northwestern American. flaxseed was $1.54 a bushel. We 
passed our law the ne:x:t month, and during that month the aver
age was $1.79. It then went upward each· month until May, 
1922 when the average price per bushel was $2.76. So the 
far~er is receiving now $1.22. a bushel· mare than he received 
just prior to the passage of the emergency tariff act... That does 
not mean he is getting a. benefit of $1.22.·a bushel by reason of 
the emergency tariff act, not by any means.; but if we look at 
the w-0rld level of pl'ic~ which is measlll'ed in the n·ee-trade 
port of Buenos Aires, we will find that the price at Buenos 
Aires of La Plata flaxseed in April, 1921, was $1-15 and in 
May, 1-922, it was $1.91. It was 76 cents: h.i.gbei; than it was the 
mont.h previous to the enactment of the emergency tariff law. 
Therefore while the world's lever of prices advanced 76 cents a 
bushel, ~erican prices advanced $1.22 a bushel, or a difference 
of 46 cents a bushel. We at least got that benefit. 

We did not get the full benefit for anothe1.1 reason. When. the 
emergeney tariff bill came over from the Bouse we were in a. 
hurry to get it through so that, as far as possible, we could 
check. the downward -tendency of prices of the products cov
ered by it. The weakness-of that bill was thn.t while it gave a: 
sufficient protection upon the :flaxseed, it gave nO" differential to 
take care of the importations of the linseed oil. The result wSH 
tha-t linseed oil came into the counti·y in enorlil<>lls quantities; 
instead of the raw product,. the linseed itself, and that held the 
prices down. Except foF that, during the entire year we would 
have had the full benefit of our tariff difference, and in fact, 
even as it was, we received practically the same difference that 
wa measured by the. emergency tarifft 
Mr~ President, I want to make the record complete in regard 

to a few items. The act of 1909-the last Repub'lican tari.ft 
bill-gave a duty of 25 cents per bushel upon flaxseed. The act 
of 1913 cut it down only 5 cents, making it 20 cents per bushel. 
The' bill as it passed the Bouse gave back the old Payne
Aldrich rate of :L909 of 25 cents a bushel. The: emergency tariff 
Ja.w gave us 30 cents a bushel, and· the propo ed law fixes 40 
cent per bushel as the rate. 

1 Tow, during the calenda-r year 1921 the imports amounted to 
12,326,244 bushels as compared with a . pi'Oduction in. the United 
, ta res of 8,ll2,000 bushels. But in add.i.tion to that rrearly. 
20.500,000 bushels came into the United States in the shape of 
linseed oil, and that brought the entire importations to the 
el}uivalent of about 33,000,000 bushels. 

• \\ e derived some revenue from thi product independent of 
the protection. Under the act of 1913, in the first half of the 
:rea:r 1921, we collected in duties $903,636.20. After the emer
gency act passed we collected $~.341,408.80, 01• a total of $3,-
2-15,04:'.i . On.. the basis of. $1.65 per bushel, the average unit 
value for the calendar year 1921; the rate of 40 cents per 
bushel is equal to 24 per cent ad valorem. 

::\Tow. l\Ir. President, we have shown a great advantage to. 
the A.merican farmer in the emergency tariff. We will be able 
t o maintain a very much better average, I think, with the pres
ent proposed tariff rate. As to the differentia:l of 3i cents. p_er 
pound, my colleague, the junior Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. LADD], ha\ring had long experience as a professor in the 
a gricultural college of that State and also as president of the 
college, has very extended knowledge concerning the matter of 
a proper differential in the matter of this particular tariff duty, 
and if that Sena tor will allow me to impose upon him I will 
ask bis opinion and judgment as to the proper differential. 

Mr. LADD. :.\lr. President, in speaking at this time I want 
to gi'rn attention to both flaxseed' and the soya bean, which 
come under this paragra:uh. The Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr: WALSH.] C'alled attention to the fa.ct that a large amount 
of the oil impo1·ted into this countr: - of late had been imported 
by the crushers, and that is true. Why by the crushers? Be
cause they were unable to compete with European countries in 
the importation of flaxseed. The tariff on flax ~eed was placed 
at 30 cents under the emergency tariff law and the oil remained 
at 10 centS' per gallon. Nata .lly the- oil wa being imported 
into' tlle country by the impo~i:ers; ro th'e crusbers; in order to 

retain their customers, found it necessary to- meet the demands 
of the markets to become able to import flaxseed and became im

, porters of the oil for no other purpose than to keep their cus
tomers. until they could again become buyers of ths flaxseed. 

We had a. tariff of 30 cents on flaxseed in 1890, and at" 
that time the tariff on oil was gl'teater than the tariff on fiax~
seed, being 32 cents per gallon. In 1894- the taxiff was reduced 
to 20. cents· per bushel on flaxseed, and on oil to 20 cents, just 
the snme as on the flaxseed per bushel. In 1897 it was changed 
to 25 cents per bushel on the seed, and rem11ined the same--
20 cents-on the oil. In 1909 it was 25 cents on the seed and 
reduced to 15 cents on the oil. Under the Payne-Aldrich bill the 
tariff was 20 cents on the seed and 10 cents per gallon on the oiL 

In 1913, when the Underwood-Simmons law went into effect, 
we were producing in this cauntry 28-.853,000 bushels Of flaxseed. 
We were producing about 25,000,()()(}. bushels each year, with the 
exception of one year, when there was· a shortage of crop due tcr 
nearly complete failure, drought, and so forth, when it fell to 
something like 12,000,000 bushels. In 1920, because of lack of 
protection,. we find the amount of flaxseed produced here was 
only 7,661,000 bushels. In rn13 we were importing 5,000,000 
bushels of :flaxseed. In 1920 we were inlporting 23,000~000 
bushels of :flaxseed- Of oil, in 1913 we imported 172,522 gallons, 
but of linseed oil, in-1920 we imported 4-;550.391 gallons. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Presiden~ will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WILLIS in the chair). 

Does the Senator from North· Dakota yield to the Senator from 
Utah? 

Mr. LADD. I yield. 
Mr. KING. Can the Senator give the differences in prices 

for finished product-that is, for linseed oil-in 1912, 1913, and 
1914. and also in .1918, 1919, 1920, and 1921? 

Mr. LADD. L do n.ot know that I ht!ve those data here. 
Mr. K.h'{G. Let us see how .much the advance was, not only 

on. the oil from· pre-war l!~ars to a period during and since the 
war but as well the prices before the war and since, on flaxseed. 

Mr. LADD. I have the prices for the flaxseed, but not for 
the oil. 

Mr. KING. That range was about 300 or 400 per cent above 
the pre-war :price, was it not? 

Mr. LADD. In 1912, on the basis of 100 cents, it was 114.7, 
or $1.147. In 1919 it was $1.99~ in 1920 it was $1.766, in 1921 
it was $1.629 ; the data was furnished me, I may say, . by the 
Department of Agriculture. On the oil I can not give the 
figures, as I do not ha.ve them with me at this time. 

In the first four months of 1922 we imported 8,954,958 gal
lons of oil, or about twice the amount in four months as fol" 
the preceding year. In other words, to put it in another form, 
during the month of Januai·yr 1922, we imported thirty-one 
times as much linseed oil as in the same month. for 1921. Dur· 
ing the month of Februar"l'., 1922, we imported sixty-nine times 
as much as in the corresponding month for the preceding year. 
In March, 1922, we impo1:ted eight hundred and seventy-three 
times as much oil as in.March, 1921. In April, 1922, we imported 
si.rty-five and one-half times as much as in April, 1921. In May, 
1922, we imported sixty-three and one-half ~ as much as 
was im:ported for the corresponding month in 1921. In other 
words, we imported in May, 1922,. 3,716,209 gallons, as com
pared with 58,399 gallons in May, 1921-

1 asked the Department of Agriculture to furnish me. certain 
data, and I want to call attention to what they say with regard 
to the duty: 

A still more important factor perhaps• is the localization ofl our lin
seed-oil indusb·y: along the eastern seaboard. The eastern mills, far 
removed. from the flax-producing sections of the United States, have 
come to depeud almost entirely upon Canada, Argentina, and British 
Indra for their raw materials. Morie·· re ently• even the western Cl'Ushers 
located in Minneapolis and Chicago have begun to use .Argentina sPed. 
The freight rate on flaxseed from Minne.apolis and Duluth to_ New Yo1·k 
is 861. cents- per 100 poun·ds, or at the ratl> of 52 cents- per bushel. 
In. contrast WJth this rate tbe ocean freight rate from Argentina.. to New 
York is from. $3..50 to $4.50· a ton of. 2,240 pounds. Tb.e $4.50 rate 
applies tu up-river port& and is at the rate ot 11 cents per bushel: 
In Sc~tember- of last year, when· large quantities of fla'Xst>ed were- being 
imported from Argentina, the freight rate was approximately 35 cent! 
per bushel. 

lli. KL.,G. ~Ir: President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the· Senator from North 

Dakota a-gain yield to the Senator from Utah"? 
Mr. LA.DD. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I may not lulve heard at a distant part of the 

Chamber, but I unde£stood the Senator- to :fix the highest price 
of :tla.."'\:Seed at le s than 2-

)lr. LADD. No; I stated that in 1912 the price was $1.14'. 
I am speaking of the farm price, the price which the farmer 
received. The data was received from the Department of 
Agrieuttare-. In· 1913 the farm price· was $1'.19; irr 1920; $L 766 ~ 
and in 1921, $1.629. 
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Mr. KING. If the Senator will in his time indulge roe for 
a moment, I find in the United States Department of Agrkul
ture Yearbook for 1920 the following figures, which seem to be 
somewhat at variance with those given by the Senator. We 
find the low price at Cincinnati in 1913 was $1.50 per bushel; 

- at Minneapolis, $1.231 per bushel ; at Milwaukee, $1.25! per 
bushel; at Duluth, $1.22~ per bushel. In January, 1914, sub
stantially the same figures are given. In 1915 $1.70 is given 
as the low price in Cincinnati, $1.59! in Minneapolis, $1.51} in 
Milwaukee, and $1.61-! in Duluth. Those are the low prices. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to his colleague? 
l\Jr. LADD. I yield. 
Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator from Utah is in error as to 

any variance .between his statement and that of my colleague. 
My <'Olleague is quoting the farm prices and the Senator from 
Utah is quoting the price , at the city. If the Senator from 
Utall will turn back to page 601 of the do<'ument to which he 
was referring, be will find the farm prices which correspond 
'\\-i.th what the junior Senator from North Dakota has stated. 

Mr. KING. There may not be any variance in the sense im
plied by the Senator. If tho ·e prices indicated the commercial 
prices, then, of course, there is a variance. · 

If the Senator from North Dakota will pardon me a moment 
furtller, in 1916 prices had risen to $2.85 in Cincinnati and cor
re ·ponding increases at the other points which I shall not take 
the time to indicate. In 1917 the price was $3.75 per bushel in 
Cincinnati. The highest price was $4.25 per bushel. In Minne
apolis the high price waE: $3.46; in l\lilwaukee the high price 
$4.32; in Duluth the high price $4.36 and the low price $3.46. 
In 1918, $3.75 was the low and $4.25 the high in Cin
cinnati, and there were corresponding increases at the 
other points. In January, 1919, ·$3.25 was the low and $5.50 
was the high in Cincinnati, with corresponding increases at the 
other pointR, the price being a · high as $6.73 at Duluth. In 
1920 the low pl'ice in Cincinnati wa $4.50 and the high price 
waR $5, the average being $4.62. In Minneapolis the low was 
$4.63 and the high $5.45. In Milwaukee the low was $4.70 and 
t he high $5.3£1. At Dulutll the low was $4.68 and the high $5.36. 
Tlte prices increased from January right along down to July of 
that year, when the low price was $5 in Cincinnati. In Min
neapolis the price was lower, being $3.11 and $3.87!, while 
$3.94 was the high price at Duluth. 

So there was considerable spread, to use a word whicll has 
l>een employed a great deal during the debate, between the farm 
and the commercial price of the seed to which I have referred. 

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, there is no question about that, 
but the prices I am giving are the prices which the producer is 
going to receive for the crop which he grows. During the war, 
of course, there were higher prices paid because of the demand, 
and the expense of production was also greater. 

l\tt·. KING. The Senator will see that the prices went up over 
300 or 400 per cent, and I presume that the prices now are 
very much higher than they were in 1913. There must be some 
profiteering somewhere which reflects itself in higher prices 
for linseed oil which are carried on to the farmer and to every
body else who employs linseed oil in painting and for other 
purposes for which it is legitimately used. 

Mr. LADD. Can the Senator from Utah give the price of 
linseed oil per gallon during the war and the price of linseed 
oil at the present time? 

l\lr. KING. I do not have those prices here. 
Mr. LADD. Linseed oil was as low as 69 cents a gallon 

during the past winter, nnd I think it is something like 72 
cents wholesale according to the last quotation of the price 
that I noticed. 

Mr. KING. My recollection is that the last price I saw was 
87 cents a gallon. The pre-war price was 50 cents, or there
abouts, a gallon. A short time ago the price was from 75 to 
100 per cent above the pre-war price, which, of course, is an 
impediment to painting and to building operations and to the 
general use of this very essential commodity. 

Mr. LADD. That is very true; but that does not give the 
producer of the commodity any greater return. The report 
which has been furnished by the Secretary of Agriculture 
further states : 

It does not require any extended calculations to show that American 
fl xseed can not, on the basis of present production and transportation 
costs in this country, compete with Argentine flaxseed which, after 

~~;:n~o~ ~~~~r~h~gt~O 0:e;~ ~~~!~e~ tbfl°aS:eba~~~eJt~~o!e t~~ng1ei£e 
Wt'St, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachu ett . Will the Senator yield to 
me for a moment? 

Tlie PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. LADD. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand that the Payne

Aldrich law levied a duty of 25 cents per bushel upon flaxseed 
and that that law contained a drawback provi ·ion, and that the 
Underwood law levied a rate of 20 cents per bu ·hel without 
any drawback provision. I further understand that the price 
of flaxseed bas constantly increased from 1913 to 1920 · in fact 
that it has increased from $1.75 a bushel to nearly $5 ~ bushel~ 
In the face of the fact that, despite the elimination in the 
Underwood law of the drawback provision of the Payne-Aldrich 
law and a reduction from a rate of 25 cents to 20 cents the 
prices have increased; does the Senator say that the r~duc
tion of the rate and the elimination of the drawback in the 
Underwood law are responsible for the reduction in the pro
duction of flaxseed in this country? 

Mr. LADD. They are in part responsible; but that reduc· 
tion is not the only factor; there are other factor that enter 
into the question. The Senator from l\Iassachu etts spoke of 
one of those. I can not agree with him wholly. The Senator 
said that flax was a sort · of a " catch crop " for a part of the 
farmers. That I do not think to be true. Flax is a crop gro,,"11 
by farmers on new soil or newly broken land. On the old land 
years ago the farmers were obliged to abandon the production 
of flax for the reason that a disease, 1."D.own as ft.ax wilt, de
stroyed the plant and the crop did not succeed. The cultiva
tion of flax was then confined more largely to new land, but 
that condition has been overcome at the present time. For 
the past six or seven years there has been on the market a 
>ariety of flaxseed which is immune to these di eases. Just as 
a person who has been vaccinated for smallpox is immune to 
smallpox, so one of the e varieties of flax eed is immune to 
the flaxseed wilt. So flax is coming back into cultivation in 
the older parts of the West where it was formerly grown. Flax 
yields an income to the farmer which is less than yielded by 
wheat in U10 wheat-growing sections, as i shown in the 1·eport 
of the Secretary of Agriculture from which I ha rn quoted. 
That flax production has rapidly decreased in this country since 
1913-that it has fallen from 25,000,000 or 29,000,000 bushels 
a year to from 7,000,000 to 8.000,000 bu ·hels a yeal'-iS due 
in a large measure to the lack of protection, and the fact that 
the emergency tariff failed to f urnisb proper protection on the 
oil has been the means of clo ing practically every crushing 
plant in this country. Without adequate protection on both 
the oil and the flax, the farmer would have no home market for 
the flax that is produced in this country. 

The demand for linseed oil in 1913 was about 40,000 000 
gallons, but during the past few years the demand has in
creased to approximately 75,000,000 gallons, while the quan
tity produced in this country has rapidly decreased. Under 
proper protection flaxseed, in my judgment, would come back 
as a large and important crop all through the Northern States, 
from New England to Montana, and would be grown not only 
on new lands but on the old lands. 

In the report which is furnished by tbe Department of 
Agri ·ulture they say further : 
· Furthermore, since the United State is at the present time a large 
importer, an increase in the tariff which would reduce our importa· 
tions would probably result in lowering the price in foreign market 
to points which would enable American importers to buy in foreign 
markets in spite of the protection afforded by the higher tariff, so that 
the farmer would not profit to the full extent of the increase in the 
tariff rates. · 

I ask that this report may be printed in full ns part of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be made. 

The report referred to i as follows : 
U NI'rED STATES DEPARTME:ST OF AORICULT('IlE , 

BUREAU OF l\IARK.li:TS A~D CROP ESTIMATE., 
Washingto11, Octobe1· 29, 1921. 

(.Iemorandum for Dr. H . C. Taylor, Chief Bureau of Market and 
Crop Estimates.) 

PROPOSED INCREASE IN THE IMPORT DuTY o~ FLAXSl:ll:D, WI'rH SPE IAL 
REFERENCE TO E . COURAGElIE T OF FLAXSEED PRODL'CTION I~ THiii 
UNITED STATES. 
DEAR DOCTOR TAYLOR: The undersigned, acting a a special commit. 

tee. under your oral instructions of October 3, 1921. submit the fol
lowing re\)ort on the production and international trade in flaxseed, 
with particular reference to the pos ibilities of encouraging the pro
duction of flaxseed in this country by increa ing the import duty from 
30 to 50 cents per bushel. 

Respectfully submitted. 0. C. :5TINl1, 
Agric1iltural Economist, Office of Farm 

Management and Farm Economics. 
c. R. BALL, 

In cha1'ge Oereai It1t1estigations, Bt1reatt of Plant I11dust1·v. 
c. L. LUEDTKE, 

A ssistant in Ma1·k-et Information, Foreign lt1formation 
Section, Division of Agricultural Statistics ancl Ptice8. 

• 
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PROPOSED INCREASE Di THE IMPORT DUTY ON FLAXSEED, WITH SPECUL 

REFERENC"E TO E!-<COURAGEU"ENT OF FLAXSEED PRODUCTION IN THE 
UNITED STATil!S, 

FAXSEED A PIONEER CROP. 

Flax.seed bas always been know as a pioneer crop, thriving on the 
frontier and moving with it. It bas been produced generally on the 
first soil of newly cleared or newly broken lands and has been a cash 
crop for the new settler or farmer distant from markf>t. In all of 
the northern States it has been for a period an important crop. Be
fore the Revolution the northf>astern and middle Sta-tes produced and 
exported considerable quantities of flaxseed. Before the Civil War, 
Ohio and Kentucky had become impcn·tant producers and Cincinnati 
was an important primary market for flaxaee<J. Flax producti<~m bas 
shifted west with the .westward movement of settlement until now 
the most important producing centers are in the most recently de
veloped lands in the northern Great Plain~ area, embracing the States 
of Minne ota, South Dakota, North Dakota, and Montana. 

FLAX WILT .AND COMPlilTITION WITH OTHER CROPS. 

Flax wilt and profitableness of other crops have been two important 
factors in causing the shift in fl.ax production. The wilt by causing the 
crop to fail after the second or third year on the same . land compelled 
farmers to shift cultivation. After a few y.ears it could have been 
grown again, but markets ior other farm products had developed and 
so it was not as profitable to grow it as other products. If these 
two factors continue to operate in this way our fl.ax production may 
soon be a thing of the past and the United States will be compelled 
to depend upon foreign countries for its entire supply. Fortunately, 
wilt resistant val'ieties have been developed which will enable farmers 
to grow aax continuaJly on their farms. These varieties thus far 
have not yielded as well as the fl.ax commonly grown ; therefore the 
use of wilt-resistant seed will increase the cost per bushel of producing 
1la.xseed. 

However, in those portions of the corn .belt where flax has not been 
grown recently, it is probable that the organism causing wilt is not 
present, at least, not abundantly. In that case it would not be 
necessary to use seed of resistant but lower yielding varieties until 
the wilt appears and becomes destructive. Seed free from wilt infec
tion should be used wherever possible. Such seed, generally, can be 
obtained in Montana or western North Dakota, where wilt is not 
widely desn·uctive. Those needing seed of the wilt-resistant variety 
probably can obtain it from the North Dakota Agricultural College, 
Agric1,1ltural Co11ege, N. Dak. 

If the growing of flaxseed is to be encouraged in the corn belt, it 
should be made a ne.if?hborhood or community enterprise in order t-0 
facilitate the distribution of seed and the marketing of the crop. It 
would be most economical to dfatribute at least a carload of ~d in 
each producing ~ommunity. .At any rate, a sufficient acreage should be 
sown in each c0lll111unity .to insure the production of at least a carload 
of seed so that it could be shipped economically to a central market. 
One difficulty in growing fl.ax, even on the border of the flax area, is 
that there is not a ready market for small Jots of seed. It is very 
desirable that a group of farmers grow a sufficient acreage to insure 
production of a crop that can be marketed economically. 

UNITED STATES PRODUCTION DECLINES. 

· The pe1.'lod since 1908 bas seen a general decline tn the production of 
1laxseed in the United States. North and South Dakota, l!innesota, 
and Montana now producfl 84 per cent of the domestic crop, which in 
1920 amounted to 10.990,000 bushels. The production this year is 
estlma ted at 8.878,000 bushels. This decline in production, coupled 
with the growing demand ior linseed products, has made the United 
States essentially a flaxseed importing country. 

WORLD ACREAGJll AND PRODUCTION. 

Argentina is the largest producer of flaxseed in the world. The 
average acreage is around 3,000,000 acres. India follows a close second. 
The United States is third with 2 ,000.000 acres; then comes Canada 
with an avera,ge of 1.000,000 acres, while Uruguay, Japan, and several 
European countries each cultivate from 50,000 to 100,000 acres. In 
most of tbe E\ll"opean flax-growing regions the flax is raised primarily 
for its fibers. In the t;nited States, Canada, and Argentina, as well 
as in India, flax is irroduced -p1imarily for the Beed. The area and 
production in the principal flax-producing countries of tbe world in 
1921 and for a five-year period, 1909-1913, were as follows : 

Countries. 

Argentina ••••.••••••••••••••••• 
India .......... ·-·······-······· 
Russia in Europe (except Po-

land) ....................... -. 
United States ....••..••• ~·-····· 
Canada .. ·--···················· 
Other countries . .•...••••••••••. 

Total .•••••••• · •••••••••••• 

Area. 

Average 
1909-19131 

ACTeS. 
3,683,000 
3,821,000 

3,217,000 
2,490,000 
1,036,000 
1,014,000 

15,261,000 

1921 

.Acres. 
! 3,484,000 
2 2, 234,000 

·--i;U2;ooo· 
786,000 

-...................... 

7, 746,000 I 

Production. 

Average 
1909-1913 1 

Bushels. 
31, 989, 000 
19, 773,-000 

19, 772,00o 
19,505,000 
12, 06l '000 
1, m,noo 

no, 1so, ooo 

B'IJ,Shtls. 
2 4.2 025 000 
2 10; 760'. 000 

···s:25i·ooo 
7, 160, 000 

.. ......................... 

f68, 197' 000 

1 5-year average1 except in a few cases where 5-ycsr statistics were not available. 
!Harvest in Feorwi.ry. 
1Exclusive of Russia and "Other countries.'' 

It will be observed from the foregoing table that the 1921 flax 
acreage in the principal flax-producing countri~ of the world was 
about one-half the average acreage during the five-year period from 
1909 to 1913. It will further be noted that the 1921 production, ex
clusive of Russia and other countries .not shown, was about 62 per 
cent of the five-year pre-war average. Prior to the war the Russian 
Empire produced about 20,000,000 bushels annual],y, and "Europe,, out
side of Russia, produced ~bout 3,000.000 bushPls. Russia, howev-er, 
may ~o~v b~ left out o! the discussion bccaus.e she is not .rct µoducing 
quantities m e.xcP.ss of her demands. 

The acreage sown to flax in Argentina has been around S,000.000 
acres since 1903, showing little change from year to year. No acreage 
or production estimates have been received as yet for the 1921-22 crop 
The acreage in Canada this year is almost one-half that of 19'.!0. The 
latest' reports give the production fiis year at 7,160,000 bushels, which 
ls about 800,000 bushels less than the 1920 crop. The J.920-21 crop 
in India this year was 10.760.000 bushels, or about 6,000,000 bushels 
less than the crop of the previous year. 

lNTJi!RNATIOXAL TR.A.DE IN FLAXSEED. 

Argentina le.ads not only in production but also in her exportR or 
flaxseed, which amount to approximately 90 per C('nt of her produc 
tion. India exports about 80 pei· cent of her production. Russia, h-Ow
ever, expo1·ts only about 25 per cent or 5,000,000 bushels. The ave.rage 
annual imports of the United States and certain Enropean countries 
during the three years preceding the war (1911-1913), and in 1919 
and 1920 are shown in the following table compiled from official and 
other sources : 
A.verage ann1ial net imports of ftaa:seed into principal fla:x-consu~ni11g 

countries. 

Average 
19ll-191.3 1919 .1920 

Bush&. Bu.sheU!. Bushel$. 

~~Jllif iijjjjjjjjjjjjj+j+L ··!::.:- ::::;;: :::;;~~~ 
Germ.any ...•.•.•••.•••.•.•. -·........... . . • • . . 15, 10'2, 000 • • • • . • . • . . . . 2, 075, 000 
Italy.......................................... 1, 698, 000 519, 000 871, 00:> 
Nether lands... . • . • . • • • • • . • . . . . • • • • • • . • . • . • • • . . 6, 254, 000 3, 718, 000 3, 647, 00'..l 

~~~1L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ r~·~ l,~J;ggg 
United Kingdom. . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . • . . 15, 091, 000 20, 536'. 000 15, 575, 003 

Total ................•.•...•.•.•...•.... 51,477,000 27,507,000 23,412,00'J 
"Cnited States................................. 7,290,000 14,036,03l> 24,616,000 

Grand total .........•....•.. _........... 58, 767, 000 41, 543, 000 48, 028, 000 

Prfor to the war the total consumption of all Europe averaged around 
G3 000,000 bushels, of which 40,000,000 bushels were imported. Durin'I 
the thTee years immediately preceding the war the total imports 0.1.. 
Europe averaged over 51,000,000 bushels, and those of the United States 
during the same pe1·iod averaged around 7,000,000 bushels. In 1918, 
with Germany, Belgium, Hungary, Denmark, and the Netherlands taking 
no flaxseed and Italy taking very little, we find Europe's net imports 
in that year reduced to about "11,000,000 bushels. Following the 
armistice, after readjustments began to be made, the Netherlands 
Italy, Denmark, and France imported quantities more nearly approach 
ing their no1·mal imports, until in 1919 the European net imports 
ag~regated 28.000,000 bushels. In 1920 her imports dropped to 23, 
000,000 bushels, less than half the average imports during the three 
years immediately preceding the war. This decrease was due largely 
to reduced importations ol the United Kingdom, which imported 
5,000,000 bushels less in 1920 than during the previous year. )Jost 
of the other countries, however, notably Denmark, Franre. Germany 
Italy, and Sweden, all showed increases in their 1920 imports. 

Europe is gradually recovering her former position as a fl.ax-import 
ing country. The best evidence of this will be fuund in the following 
table, showing the exports of flaxseed from Argentina-the chief source 
of European and American flax nnports-during the first seven month3 
of the present calendar ye:ir compared wtth the totals for 1920 : 

Ea:ports of tta:cseea from Argentina. 

Countries. 1920 

Bushels. 
tinit.ed Kingdom.......................................... li,079, 714 
France.................................................... 4'69.501 
Belgium •.•.•.•••••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••.•••• =. . • . • . • • . . . 1, 4.35, 470. 
Germany.................................................. 947,1.'il 

~lh&1aiiciS::: :: : : : : : :: :: : ::: : : : : :: : : : ::::::::: :: :: ::: : : :: a.~;~. 
Denmark ..•.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• --·····-········· 1,::191,.490 
United States. ............................................ 18, 770, 476 
Other countries .....•.•••. -···............................. 9, rn, 585 

Jan. 1 to 
July 31, 1921 

Bushels. 
5, 709,6B 

784, 129 
1,684,629 
1,290,15.3 

19, 762 
2, 805,590 

605,281. 
7,390,095 

12, 249, 742 

Total. .....••.•.•••.•••••••.•.•••••••.•.•.•.•.• - . -.. · 1:-41-, 35---2,-0-36-'-' +-1-3_2_, 53-9,-0-39. 

From an analysis of the foregoing table it wm be observed that the 
exports of tlaxseed frnm Argentina to the "Gnit<.>d Kingdom, France 
Belgium, ancl Germll.ny during the firc;t seven months of this year ex 
ceed the tota.1 exports to those countries during the calendar year 1920d. 
Attention is particularly directed to the relative volume of flaxsee 
ta.ken by the United States and the "Cnited Kingdom this year 11S com 
pared with .a year ago. 

In considering the world's trade in fia.xseed a.s a wb.ole it .is no 
necessary to give any consideration to the trade in linseed oil, because 
the principal producing countries export very little oil, though some 
countries export linseed oil crushed from imported seed. In studyin<r 
the trade of any ene country, however, it is well to consiller the seed 
equivalent of the oil. 

IMPORTS OF FLAXSEED INTO THiii Ui'<"'"ITED STATES. 

The average annual imports of flaxseed into the United !:ltates from 
1911 to 1913 were 7,297,000 bushels. In .1919 the.re were 14,036,000 
bushels imported, while in 1920 the imports amounted to 24,641,000 
bushels, all of which, with the exception of 1.863,000 bushels, ca.me 
from Argentina. So far this year (Jn.n.uary 1 to Septemb~r 3-0, 1921) 
8,602.884 bushels of flaxseed have been imported into the United .States 
ns against 1!),.301,932 bushels for the cor.re.spo.nding period of 1920 
o~ the .8,602,i:s84 bushels imp?rted so far th!sheyear .lt..70r:;;,e.:..n8t.inab cnlns 
tributed 5,938,596 bushels, "While Canada furru d 2,3 .:h us.he , 
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the remainder (293.910 bushels) coming from other countries. The 
imports of flaxsePd into the United States during the past 10 years are 
given in the following table: 

Imports of ftai'&Seea into the United States. 

Total. 

From From From other 
Argentina. Canada. countries. Fiscal Calendar 

year. year. 

Fiscal years ending 
Bu.she'ls. June30: Bushels. Bushela. Bushels. Bushels. 

1910 •••••••••••••• 3, 209,0lrl 1,410,398 38-1, Oll 5,002, 496 9, 158, 779 

1911. ••••••••••••• 5,021, 137 2,251, cm,3 3,2T7,007 10,499,m 7,480, 115 
1912 •••••••••••••• 1,210,628 3,510, 883 .2, 120,295 6,841,806 7,S:33, 180 
1913 •••••••••••••• 429,254 4, 732, 316 132, 7'll3 5,294,296 6,580, 154 
1914 •.•.••.••••••. None. 8,647, 168 6,007 8,653,235 9,246,530 

Calendar years: 
9, 166, 249 6, 7'll3 9,246,530 1914 .•••..•••••••• 71,555 . ............ 

1915 .•••••••.••••. 11,097,624 3,447, 372 151, 6Z'l ................ 14,696,623 
1916 .••••••••••••• 8, 744, 795 4, 210, 197 14'\012 ................ 13,098,004 

1917 .•.••••. ••·•·• 1, 712, 178 7,004,6.'{8 677, 471 ................. 9, 394,287 
1918 .••.••••••••.• 9, 668, 119 3, 240, 043 66,314 .............. 12, 974, 476 
1919 ...•.•••.••... 12, :{5'l, 932 1, 279, 132 403, 120 . ................. 14,036, 184 
1920 ••.••..•..••.• 22, 778,359 1,637, 813 225,018 ................ 24,641, 190 
1921 (9 months)l .. 5, 9J8,596 2,370, 378 293, 910 ..................... 8,602,884 

l Preliminary. 

ACREAGE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE UNITED STATES REQUIREMENTS. 

Increase in the production of flaxseed in the United States may be 
brought about either by increased acreage or by increased yield per 
acre, or both. 'l'he average acreage planted to flaxseed in the United 
States during the period 1910-1920 was 1,900,000 acres, the tendency 
being a gradua! reduction during the decade. 'l'he average annual pro
tluction during the perio<'I was about 14,700.000 bushels, with a 7,500,000-
busbel crop in 1919, which was the smallest crop harvest~d si1;J.Ce 1879. 
Tbe average excess of imports over exports for the per1od, mclud~ng 
the r.;ecd equivalent of linse>e<l oil. was about ll,!-l00,000 bushels, making 
our average net supply a bout 26.uOO,OOO bushels. The la.r11;est supply 
for :my one year wa.:i in 1912, when it amounted to 33.000.000 bushel~, 
followed by ~1.000.000 bushels in 1919 as a close second. The large 
supply in 1912 was the result of a good crop from a large acreage, 
while in 1919 it was due to the large import of 24,500,000 bushels of 
flaxseed. 
Acreage, production, yield per acre, and average fa'nn price per bu&hel 

of '{ta'1Jseed in the United States, 1902-1921. 

Year. 

1902. ··••••·•·•••••·••••·••··•·••··••• 
1903. ·•··•··••·•·•··•·••·····•·•••··•• 
1904 ..• ··•••••• •••••••••••·•••••• •••.. 
1905. •·•••••••·•••••••••••••··•••••••• 
1906 .. ·•••••••••••••••••••••·•••••·••• 
1907. •·•••••••·•••••••••••••••••••·••• 
1908. ··••••••••••·••••••·•·•••·•··•••• 
1909. •••••••••·•••••••••·••••••••••••• 
1909 1 ••••••••••••••••• -#-············· 
1910 2 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1911. •••••••••·•••··••••••••••••••••·• 
1912 ... ··•••••••·••••••••••••••••••••• 
1913 .. ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1914 .. •·•••••••••••••••••••••••••·•••· 
1915. ·••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••·• 
1916. ·••·•••••·••••••··••·••···••••••· 
1917. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••· 
1918. •·•••••••••••·•·••·••·•··••••••·· 
1919 .•• ••••••••••••••••••••••· •••••••• 
1920. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·· 
1921.. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .• 

l Census returns. 

Acreage. 

.Acu:.j. 
3 7io ooo 
3: 233;000 
2,26i,OOO 
2,535,000 
2,506,000 
2,f«H,000 
2,679,000 
2, 712,000 
2,083,000 
2,467,000 
2, 757,003 
2, 851, 00() 
2,291,000 
1, 6i5, 000 
1,387,000 
l,47!,000 
1,981,00J 
1, 910,000 
1,572,000 
1, 785,000 
1, 242,000 

Produc
tion. 

Bushil~. 
29, 285,00'> 
27,301,00() 
23,401, OOJ 
28,478,000 
25,576,00J 
25, 851,000 
25, 805,00[) 
25,856,00[) 
19,513,000 
12, 718,000 
19,370,000 
28,073,00J 
17,853,000 
13, 7-19,000 
14,030,000 
14,296,000 
9, 16t,00ll 

13, 369,00J 
7,661,000 

10, 990,000 
8,878,000 

Average 
yield 
per 
acre. 

Bu.shels . 
7.8 

.8.4 
10.3 
11. 2 
10.2 
9.0 
9.6 
9.4 
9.4 
5.2 
7.0 
9.8 
7.8 
8.4 

10.1 
9. 7 
4.6 
7.0 
4.9 
6.2 
7.2 

~ Figures adjusted to census basis. 
tFarm price Oct. I, 1921. Price on Oct. 1, 1920 was 279.7 cents. 

Average 
!arm 
price 

(Dec.1) 
per 

bushel. 

CenJ,.~. 
105.2 

81. 7 
99.3 
8i.4 

101.3 
95.6 

118.4 

..... isa:o 
231. 7 
182.l 
114. 7 
119.9 
126.0 
174.0 
248.6 
296.6 
340.l 
438.3 
176.6 

s 162.9 

The additional acreage necessary to produce !in amo-qnt equal to our 
net imports of llaxseed and seed equiva1ent of linseed oil, based upon a 
10-year average yield per acre-7.6 bushels_. 1911-1920-:-would have 
be-en 3.000,000 acres in 1919, when the ne! imports--durrng the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1920-were approxrmately 24,7001000 bushels. 
The required additional acreage in 1920, when our net llllports were 
16 700,000 bushels, computed on the above basis, would have been 
2 000,000 acres. It is interesting to note in this connection that tile 
a\-erage yield for the United States in 1920 was only 6.2 bushels, so 
that 2,000,000 additional acres actually planted in 1~20 would ?Ot 
necessarily have produced an amount equal to our net unports durrng 
that year. On the othe1· hand, it should be remembered that our im· 
ports in 1919 and 1920 we>re unusually heaYy-the heaviest, in fact, 
on record. Based on our average net imports during the past 10 years, 
including the heavy imports in 1919 and 1920, it would only have 
required 1,500,000 additional acres to produce an amount equal to 
our net impo1ts. 

Another fact to be kept in mind is the variation in the average yield 
per acre in the several States in which flaxseed is grown. The 10-year 
average yield in VVisconsin. for example (1911-1920), was 12.2 bushels 
per acre; in Minnesota, 9.3 bushels per acre; in North Dakota, 7.5 
bushels per acre; and in Montana, the State with the largest flax 
acreagP, 6.7 bushels per acre. The following table shows the acreage, 
production, and average yield per acre of flaxseed in the principal 
flax-producing States during. 1920, with the average yield covering a 
10-year period (1911-1920) : 

Acreage, product·ion, and average y~e1d per acre, 1~0, a11a average yield, 
1911-19~0. -

States. 

Wisconsin ........ · ................... . 
Minnesota ........................... . 

~~·c::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
North Dakota ....................... . 
South Dakota .................•...... 

~:~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::: ~::::: 
Montana ............................ . 
Wyoming ..•......................... 

Acreage. 

Aerts. 
9,000 

320,000 
12,000 
G,000 

735,000 
220,000 

5 000 
23:000 

4Dl 000 
4:000 

Produc
tion. 

Bushels. 
99,000 

3,040,000 
120,000 
45,000 

3,896,000 
2,~.000 

45,000 
159,000 

1,353,000 
33,000 

Average Average 
yield per yield 

acre. 1911-192(). 

Bushels. I Bushels. 
11.0 12,2 
9.5 9.3 

10.0 9.9 
7.5 7.0 
5.3 7.5 

10.0 8. 3 
9.0 7.6 
6.9 5.8 
3.0 6. 7 
8.2 8. 5 

United States.................. 1, 785, 000 10, 990, 000 6.21 7.6 

The variatioi:. in the average yield per acre in the dlfferent State . 
clearly shows bow the localization or distribution of the additional flax 
~c!~:g;f ~~i~nfiI!le severnl States might change the basis for an esti-

COMPARISON OF YIELD AND COST OF PRODUCTION. 

In the period from 1908 to 1916, inclusive, the average yield of flax
seed per acre was 5.07 bushels in Russia, 5.08 bushels in British India, 
8.42 busheJ.s in the nited States, 9.11 bushels in A.rgentina, a.nd 11.07 
bushels in Canada. Unfortunately there are no comparable data ~s to 
the cost of producing tlaxseed in these countries, except in the case of 
Canada, where flaxseed production is confined to the newer farming 
regions and where the methods of cultivation are substantially the 
same as in the United States. The general level of prices and wages 
and the methods of cultivation in the other countries are so obviously 
different as to render all comparisons in the absence of authoritative 
cost data misleading a~d valueless. 

RELATION BETWEEN PRICE AND COST OF PRODUCTION. 

In considering the price necessary to obtain increased production we 
must take into account the long-time average price of the crops. with 
which fiax competes. In the Northwest tlax competes with oats and 
wneat. In the corn belt the competition of corn would also be a factor. 
The average farm price, yield, aBd value per acre of fl.ax in the United 
States, 1905-1914, compared with oats, wheat, and corn, are given in 
the following table : 

Average Average Average 
price per yield per value per 
bushel. acre. acre. 

--------------------!------------

Flax .•................•............................. 
Oats ......•......................................... 
Wheat ............................................. . 
Corn ...................•...•...........••........... 

Cents. 
132. 7 
38. 7 
85. l 
54.5 

Bushels. 
8.8 

29.6 
H.8 
26.6 

$11.63 
10.46 
12.59 
14.50 

--- ----------------- - ----------- -
It will be observed that the farm price of fl.ax is greater than that 

for any of the competing crops, but the yield of flaxseed per acre ill 
less than the yields of the other crops. The average value of flaxseed 
produced per acre was greater than the value of oats but less than 
the value of wheat or corn. If the C'OSt per acre of producing each 
crop were equal, the prices should rank as indicated in the following 
table: 

Relatitie va-lue pet· acre. 
FlaX------------------------------------------------------- 100 
Oats------------------------------------------------------- 90 
VVheat----------------------------------------------------- 108 
Corn------------------------------------------------------- 124 

However, the cost of production is not the same in each case. The 
office of Farm Management and Farm Economics has conducted cost of 
production studies of these crops. The following table shows some of 
the most important items of cost for each crop and the relative -costs 
per acre: 

Relative cost of pmducUon per acre, (fair, oats, ioheat, and conL 

Yield 
per 

acre. 
Man 
labor. 

Horse 
labor. Seed. 

Other 
costs, Man 

Twine. per cent labor 
of cost. 

tot.al. 

Rela
tive 
total 
cost~ .L 

_____ _:••1--- ----------------------

Flax (North Bu.shels. IIours. Hours. Bu.shels. Pounds. Per cent Per cent 
Dakotaf.i····· 7.5 5.6 19.5 0.5 21,8 40.1 22.4 100 

Oats ( orth 
2.0 1. 9 41.4 23.4 96 Dakota) ...... 33.0 5.6 17.4 

Wheat (Minne-
2.2 32.9 20.5 sota) ......... 8. 1 8.2 22.4 1.4 160 

Corn (corn belt). 43.0 19.0 46.2 .14 0.0 14.6 31.1 241 

i Comnuted by finding the per cent l hour of man labor was of the total cost of 
production in each case and dividing the result obtained for flax by each of the othe1 
results. 

2 Comparatively little of the !lax crop is bound either in North Dakota or other 
States. 

It will be seen from the fMegoing data that an acre of flax can bo 
produced more cheaply than an act·e of wheat or corn, but is more ex
pensive than oats. It the yields were the same the prices per bu><hel 
would rank in the order of relative C'OSts, but the yields differ. In tt1e 
following table are shown the relative prices per bushel of flax, oats, 
wheat, and corn from 1905 to 1914, with the price of flaxseed as a 
baRis. The se<"ond column shows tile relativP prices on September 1, 
1921, and the third column shows what the prices of the other products 
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should have been to have kept the normal price relations or to have 
bee , relatively as profitable as flaiseed: 

F x . • ..•••••.•••.•••.••••••••••••••....••• .' •••••••• 
Oats ....•••.••••••••••••..••......•.....••.....•••.. • 
\\'heat ...•.........•.....•.••.......•...........•... 
Corn .· · ···········'································· 

Cents. 
100 

29 
64 
41 

Cents. 
165 
30 

101 
66 

Cenu. 
165 
.s 

106 
68 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. 

s ·e have already pointed out, the amount of additional acreage 
necessary to produce the equivalent of our net imports of flaxseed .would 
var~· according to the a verage yield ~er acre selected as a basis for 
th e estimate. The possil.Jility of s.-cunng this additional acreage, how
eyer, would be dPpendent in a large measure upon the relation between 
the cost of production of fiax and other farm products and the prices 
rece ived for theni . While the gross return per acre on flaxseed is less 
tha u t hat for any of the competing crops except oats, it is a very 
diffi cult prol.Jlem tO determine what price for flaxseed would be neces
aa r~· t o s timulate production. Si'cce the flaxseed prodl.1ction has been 
~onti nually declining with the pre-war relation between these crops, 
1t seems evident that the price of flax must be maintained relatively 
bighe1· t han it was before the war. If the elements of cost change, 
a.n adjustment of the price to meet an increase in the relative cost of 
producing flaxseed must follow. 

There are also a number of other factors which should be considered 
in th is connectio1i. Among the c are the difficulties that would be 
encountered in obtaining and distributing the right kind of seed, in 
the. event i t were proposed to increase the tJax acreage. Then there 
ls the problem of marketing tla:x.seed in an· area which does ·not com
monly grow it. While soil and climate would permit fiax to be grown 
in mo~t parts ot tl:le Umted States, it can not be suddenly reintroduced 
Into areas in which it is not now being grown and be advantageously 
marketed. In many isolated places it could not be marketed with ad
vantage and it would, therefore, be desirable to have any additional 
acreage in flaxseed confined to or in proximity to existing tlax areas. 

A stHI more important factor perhapi> is the localization of our 
lin.·eed-oil industry along the eastern seaboard. The eastern mills, 
far removed from the flax-producing sections of the United States, 
have come to depend almol:lt entirely upon Canada, Argentina, and 
British India for their raw materials. More recently even the western 
crus hers, located in Minneapolis and Chicago, have begun to use Argen
tine seed. The freight rate on tlaxseed from Minneapolis and Duluth 
to New York is 861 cents per 100 pounds, er at the rate of 52 cents 
per bushel. In contrast with this rate, the ocean freight rate from 
Argentina to New York is from $3.50 to $4.50 a ton of 2,240 pounds. 
The $4.50 rate applies to up-river ports and is at the rate of 11 cents 
per bushel. In September of last year, when large quantities of flax
seed were being imported from Argentina, the freight rate was approxi
mately 35 cents per bu&hel. In addition to the freight rate there is 
an export tax payable in Argentina amounting to approximately 8 
cent per bushel at the present time. 

The comparative cost of production and the prevailing prices in Ar
gentina and other foreign countries are two additional factors. While 
it has not b~en possible to obtain any comparable data on production 
costs in foreign countries, the following comparison of prices for nax
seed i}l Argentina and Minneapolis on certain dates in September, 1921, 
ia of m terest : 

Sept. 1 ... ..............•.•..•..... . ....•......••...... 

~:Et is:::·:::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

.Argentina. Minneapolis. 

Per bushel. 
$1. 71 
1.67 
1.51 

Per bushel. 
SI. 93!-Sl. 96! 
2. 01~- 2. 02! 
2.08-2.11 

The Minneapolis prices represent official closing cash prices on the 
above dates. The Argentine prices are the cash prices based on the 
rate of exchange prevailing on the above dates. The difference between 
Argentine and Minneapolis prices is from 22~ cents a bushel on Sep
tember 1 to 57 cents a bushel on September 15. While this is hardly 
a fair comparison, it ar least serves to illustrate the spread between 
Minneapolis and Argentine prices. 

It does not require any extended calculations to show that American 
flaxseed can not, on the basis of present production and transportation 
costs in t his country, compete with Argentine .flaxseed which, after 
paying an import duty of 30 cents a bushel, can still be landed in 
NPw York more than 20 cents cheaper than flaxseed from the Middle 
West. 

No dh1cussion of this subject would be complete without pointing 
out t he danger of the largely increased production of tJaxseed with 
resulting lower prices. Wbile the United States imports tlaxseed the 
price in this country will be determined by the price in foreign markets 
plus t he cost of transportation including the tariff. A tariff which 
would result in raising the price of linseed oil and paints in which it 
is used above the point Pt which they could be exported would put this 
country in a position of producing for the home market only. The price 
of flaxseed could then be maintained on the basis of the home demand 
and supply until our production increased to the point where a larger 
market was demanded. when we would again meet foreign competition, 
with the possible rPsnlt of lower prices. Furthermore, since the United 
States is at the present time a large importer, an increase in the tariff 
which would reduce our importations would probably result in lower· 
ing the price in foreign markets to points which would enable American 
importers to buy in foreign markets in spite of the protection afforded 
by the highN tariff, so that the farmer would not profit to the full 
extent of the 1ncrease ln the tariff rates. 

Mr. LADD. l\1r. President, I have a Jetter from one of the 
linseed companies in this country, in which they state: 
. We have with us in this country at t)le moment our South American 

representative, who advises us that growing conditions were never better 
In the Ar~entine for a. bumper fiaxseed crop. Last yeal' it ls estimated 

t~at they raised ·a crop which permitted an exportation of something 
like 32,000,000 bushels of flaxseed. This was considerably less than 
the crop of the previous year, from which was shipped, including carry 
ovei-, something like 54-,000,000 bushels. 

It ts onr representative's opinion that if weather conditions do not 
change the present favorable outlook Argentina this year can raise a 
crop which will permit the exportation of over 40,000,000 bushels of 
flaxseed. Indications in our own Northwest, particularly in North 
Dakota, show a slight increase in acreage, with very favorable weather 
conditions. " * • 

With an increase of from elght to ten million bushels in the Argen
tine and industrial conditions not improving in the United Kingdom 
and the Continent, unless the flaxseed and linseed oil tariff schedule is 
corrected, we may look for considerable recession in the price of the 
coming crop of flaxseed in this country, as it is evident from reports 
that we get from the other side that the industrial condition is not 
improving and we can expect a repetition of the competition under 
which the linseed industry and the flaxseed farmer have been laboring 
during the life of the emergency tariff bill. 

With regard to the question of the rate on linseed oil. In the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 15, on page 6962 and followill.g 
pages, I presented data furnished me by the mills as to the dif
ference of cost based on the actual figures of mill production. 
For instance, one of the large mills that crushed in 1921 
1,274,085 bushels of :flaxseed furnishes a table of costs, and on 
the basis of those costs, using an average of 1?0 cents 1>er bushel 
conversion here and 25 cents per bushel abroad, which latter 
figure is borne out by sales prices of foreign oil here, it is 
demonstrated as of March 24, 1922, that the difference in conver
sion cost would be 3.4 cents per gallon, or approximately 3.5 
cents per gallon. The same is true of Montreal, Canada, fac
tories and other factories. 

This data has been presented and may be found in full in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and it clearly indicates that the 
difference in the cost, the difference in exchange, and the dif
ference in freight as compared with the ocean rate, warrant the 
belief that 3.5 cents is none too great in order to protect both 
the farmer and crushers from the importation of oil rather than 
of :flaxseed. 

I wish also, while I am on my feet, to speak of the soya 
bean. 

l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 
Mr. LADD. I yield. 
l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Do I understand the Senator 

bas concluded his explanation of the high compensatory duty 
upon linseed oil? 

Mr. LADD. · I may have something further to say as I dis
cuss the question of the soya bean. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish to know if the only 
information which the Senator has obtained in reference to the 
cost of production here and abroad is the information ·which he 
has just said hE> received from one of the large crushers. 

Mr. LADD. I received informat'on from several mills, as 
indicated in the RECORD of May 15, not only in this country but 
in Canada as well, and al!!lo from the data which I presented 
from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought possibly the Sen
ator in discussing the compensatory duty had overlooked the 
drawback provision of th is bill. I hardly think the Senator 
and the committee have taken that into account? 

Mr. LADD. I do not think I understand the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The drawback provisions ot 

this bill reduce from 40 cents per bushel to 30 cents per bushel 
the lligh duty which will have to be levie<l upon imported flax
seed, and I fear that the committee and the Senat'or from North 
Dakota in fixing the compensatory duty upon linseed oil have 
not borne in mind that there is to be a reduction of 25 per cent 
upon the duty paid upon the imported :flaxseed. That. of 
course, ought to reduce very materially the compensatory rate 
to the linseed-oil manufacturer. I do not think the Senator 
has had that called to his attention heretofore. 

Mr. LADD. Yes; and I have the figures as to the difference 
made by the drawback. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Has the Senator calrulatecl 
upon a reduction of 25 per cent in the duty upon the imported 
fiaxsee<l by reason of the drawback provision of this bill? 

Mr. LADD. I am not ready to concede that the reduction 
amounts to 25 cents per bushel. 

M:r. W AJ.,SH of Massachusetts. The Senator knows that 
when flaxseed cake is exported, as it is exported. the duty paid 
on the imported flaxseed will be refunded and that rebate will 
amount to 25 per cent of the duty paid. 

Mr. LADD. That is taken into consideration in these data 
that I have given there, showing the drawback. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought the Senator was 
simply stating ooI? ·;rersion costs . 

l\Ir. LADD. All the data were summarized in the con'i'ersion 
costs. 
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::\Ir. WALSH of Massaclmsetts. D-0es the Senator dispute my 
allegation that the labor cost in the crushing of :flaxseed is only 
2fr per cent of the cost of production? 

Mr. L.ADD. That depends on whether--
:!\fr. WALSH of l\iassachusetts. The Census Bureau figures 

show that. 
:\Ir. LADD. I have here the data that were furnished last 

rear by the Government of tlie rates in 1921. In the United 
State · the rate for pressmen and molders was 50 cents per 
honr, while in England the rates were 31 and 28 cents per 
hour, respectively. 

Ur. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is only of consequence 
if the labor item is a serious one. The letter which was read 
nt the desk has annexed to it a letter from an English crusher 
showing what he paid his laborers who work in the crushing 
factories; but the basic argument here is that the cost of labor 
is only 2i per cent of the total cost of production, so that if 
there is a difference between the English labor cost and the 
American labor cost, it can only affect the 2i per cent of the 
cost of production. 

Mr. LADD. As stated, I want to take up at this time the 
question of the soya bean. 

I call attention to the fact that in Wallace's Farmer for May 
19, 1922, appears an editorial article on the soya bean, in which 
the growinO' of the soya bean is encouraged, and it says: 

Soya beans have been grown in the Corn Belt for 30 years, but until 
very recently we have been cautious about advising our readers to 
grow them on any very extensive scale. Nine out of ten of the 
varieties as inh"oduced from Manchul'ia have not been adapted to 
Corn-Belt conditions. Moreover, until recently we have not known 
bow to plant, cultivate, and harvest the crop wjth the minimum of 
labor. 

* * • * * * 
Of course, the most practical way to utili2e soya beans on the 

average farm is to plant them with corn. The object of this article, 
however, is to urge more farmers to give soya beans a trial as a seed 
and bay crop. Wherever winter wheat and corn are grown, we be
lieve that the soya bean has a potential field of usefulness. , • • * 
We believe that in one-half of the State of Iowa it is worth while 
to consider introducing winter wheat and soya beans into the rota
tion as a substitute for oats, and perhaps also as a partial substitute 
for clover. 

I ask that tbi article be published in full as part of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFIOER. Without objection, leave will 
be granted. 

The article is as follows : 
TRY SOY DEANS. 

Soy beans have been grown in .the Corn Belt for 30 years, but until 
very recently we have been cautious about advising our readPrs to 
grow them on any very extensive scale. Nine out of ten of tbe 
varieties as introduced from Manchuria have not been adapted to Corn
Belt conditions. Moreover, until recently we bllve not know bow to 
plant, cultivate, and harvest the crop with the minimum of labor. 

During the past five or six years soy . beans have been rapidly 
passing out of the experimental stage. Fairly well adapted varieties 
have been found for every section of the Corn Belt. It has been found 
that wPeds can be kept down with the minimum of labor by giving one 
or two harrowings before the beans come up and then two or three 
barrowings in the afternoon, when the bean plants are dry, when they 
are from 3 to 6 inches high. Mor~ and more grain tbresbermen are 
learning to thresh oy beans by reducing tbe speed of the cylinder to 
300 or 400 revolutions per minute and removing the concaves and part 
of tbe cylinder teeth. , 

Of cot\l'se tbe most practical way to utilize soy beans on the average 
farm is to plant them with corn. The object of this article. however, 
is to urge more farmers to give soy beans a trial as a seed and hay 
crop. Wherever winter .wheat and corn are grown we believe that the 
soy bean bas a potential field of usefulness. In Missouri and the 
southern halt of Illinois they are substituting soy beans more and 'more 
extensively every yea:r for oats, using a rotation of corn, soy bearui, 
wheat, and clover. And in case of clover failure they can double up on 
the sov beans. Soy beans harvested for grain or bay in early Sep
tember· leave a stubble on which wheat may be drilled without prepara
tion of any kind. We believe that in .one-balf the State of Iowa it is 
worth while to consider introducing winter wheat and soy beans into 
the rotation as a substitute for oats and perhaps also as a partial sub
stitute for clover. 

We still do not know enough about varieties and harvesting methods 
of soy beans. In every community, however, are men who are willing 
to lead the way and who get paid for leading the way by selling seed 
at a good price. We hope that those of our readers who are experi
mentally minded aDd who have the least bit of time available wfll start 
experimenting this year with soy beans. Tbe beans can be planted 
any time during May or the first 20 days of June. 

Circular 65 of the Iowa station at Ames, Farmers' Bu11etin 973 
of the United States Department of .Agriculture, and Bulletin 195 
of tbe Missouri station at Columbia, all of which may be secured free 
on application, give excellent information on soy beans. We are con
vinced that soy beans are a coming crop, and that 10 years from now 
the acreage will be ten times as great as it is to-day. 

~fr. LADD. There were importerl during the past year 12,-
322,877 bushels of soy beans at a cost of $1.65 pe1· bushel. 

I have here a letter that I call attention to, from the Depart
ment of Agriculture, in which the writer says : 

I might say that the soy bean has been slowly but steadily increas
ing in importance in America during the past 10 years. It is one of 
the niost productive as regards seed production of the legumes adapted 
to the temperate climates. The value of the crop for eeed, pasture for 

s~~ep and hogs, .for hay, silage, soil-improving ·pu.rposes, and the po si
b1bties of the seed for the production of oil and meal and as a food 
give the soy bean a high potential importance. -

Although grown primarily for forage purposes, the production of 
seed in many sections of the South and in tbe Corn Belt bas become a 
very profitable industry, especially during the past three or four years. 
~e large increase in acreage for seed production bas led to the seek
mg of an outlet for surplus seed. At tbe present time agricultural au
thoriti~s. in I~diana, Ohio, and Illinois have taken up the oil-crushing 
proposition with several manufacturers. We are informed that several 
mills .in these State~ have installed, or will install in the near future, 
machmery for crushmg the 1922 crop of soy-bean seed for oil and meal. 
One mm in Ohio at the ,Present time is utilizing domestic-grown seed 
for this purpose. 

Mr. KING. l\1r. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from :l\orth 

Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. LADD. I do. 
:Mr. KING. I was interested in the statement made by the 

Senator that arrangements have been made for crushing soya 
beans in Indiana and other places. Does not the Senato1· know 
that there are more than 700 seed-crushing machines in the 
United States which will crush soya beans as well as cotton 
seed, and that they are employed only about half the time be
cause of a lack of sufficient seed to crush? 

Mr. LADD. I will also call the attention of the Senator to 
the fact that the same facilities and machinery that crush cot
ton seed and linseed are not adapted to the handling of soya 
beans. I have had quite a little ~erience in the extraction, 
having made an investigation in practically every State in the 
section where soya beans are grown, and I found that the 
methods used for soya beans were quite different. 

Mr. KING. I think the Senator will admit that the crush
ing machines now in existence have handled soya beans and 
have crushed them successfully and extracted the limited 
amount of oil which they possess, and their owners have only 
regretted that there were not more soya-bean seeds produced 
so as to give them employment during a greater part of the year. 

1\1r. LADD. As I have stated-
One mill in Ohio at the present time is utilizing domestic-grown i::eed 

for this purpose. Moreover, many associations, pa1·ticularly in Illi
nois, are investigating the possibilities of community oil mllls. 

All indications point to a greatly increased acreage for seed produc
tion in 1922. The latest crop estimates show the following acrPae;es 
of soya beans for seed production : In 1919, 1920 and 1921, 155,000, 
156,000, and 186.000 acres, respectively ; the seed produced for thPse 
years being 2,045,000, 2,27~1000, and 2,815,000 bushels, respectively. 
It most be borne in mind mat these figures represent only the soya 
beans grown for grain production. In some of these Stutes growing 
large acreages of the crop it bas been estimated that about 90 per cent 
of the crop is grown for bay, silage, pasture, and soil-improving pur
poses. 

Although the production of seed in 1921 was greater than in any 
previous year some concern was felt in the large seed-producing States 
that there would be considerable surplus seed left in the bands of tbe 
growers. From the latest reports from these StatPs indications are 
that the entire supply of seed will be required for increased acreage, 
and there i a likelihood of seed shortage in several sections. 

The soya bean is one of the most important crops that can be 
grown for the improvement of the soil, for the introduction of 
nitrogen into the soil, and for enriching the soil for other crops. 
It is perhaps as widely grown as any other crop in this country, 
and under proper protection there would be a very large in
crease, to the advantage of our people in this country. 

I take just two oils, calling attention first to the soya bean: 
In 1912 we imported 28,000,000 pounds of soya-bean oil. In 

1919 we imported 337,000,000 pounds, an enormous increase. 
In the case of coconut oil, in 1912 we imported 32,000,000 

pounds, and in 1919, 490,000,000 pounds. 
From 1912 to 1919 the increase in these two oils-that is, 

coconut and soya-bean oil-amounts to 767,000,000 pounds. 
These are displacement oils for the cottonseed, the peanut, the 
linseed, and other oils ; and the soya bean could be produced in 
this country with great advantage to the farmers, and at the 
same time furnish the necessary soya-bean oil for use in this. 
country, if there were adequate protection. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from ~ ~orth 

Dakota yield to the Senator fr-0m New Jersey? 
Mr. LADD. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEl~. For information, I should like to 

ask the Senator, who has made a considerable study of this 
question, whether in this production in the State of Ohio any of 
the crop was utilized for industrial purposes. Were any of the 
soya beans crushed and used commercially, outside of the for
age crop? 

Mr. LADD. This letter states that one factory in Ohio is at 
the present time utilizing domestic grown seed for the purpose 
of extracting the oil. I um informed that one of the Jarge 
houses in Chicago is preparing to handle the seed from Indiana 
for the present year of 1922, ..and is putting in ·crushers and nec-
essary machinery to handle the seed from Indiana. · 
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Can the Senator stafe to what ex

tent the oil is used and what is the nature of the industry that 
is using it? Is it used to any appreciable extent? What is the 
production of this factory? 

.L\lr. LADD. That I can not tell the Senator. I have not the in
formation, except as it is furnished in this letter. I knew that 
it was in existence, and knew that these arrangements were be
ing made in Chicago for the Indiana crop. The oil itself is 
used, of course, as a substitute for linseed oil ; it is used in 
linoleum production; it is used in soap manufacture, ancl -vari
ous other industries 

l\Ir. FRELINGHUYSEN. But there is no actual evidence that 
this domestic oil is now being used in any industry? 

Mr. LADD. No; for the reason that the bean has been grown 
almost wholly as a forage and soil-improvement crop thus far: 
but attention has been called to the value of the crop for oil 
production for a number of years, beginning with about· 1912 
or 1913. For example, at the North Da}\:ota Agricultural Col
lege many experiments were cnrriell on each year, from that 
time on up tmtil the present time. in securing the seed and ex
perimenting with the so~a bean as produced in nearly every 
State. I migbt say, for the Senator's information, that the 
two State• that furnished the soya bean richest and best in oil 
were New Jersey and Ut:;ih. 

Mr. President, I believe that the rate asked for flaxseed is 
not unreasonable. It is not higher in proportion to conditions 
at this time than the rate accorded under the Payne-Aldrich law. 
If we are to build up in this country the industry of flax pro
duction we must furnish adequate protection, and with reason
able protection it will again become one of the important crops 
of the Northern States. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his seat, 
I heard a portion of the statement of the Senator from Massa
chusetts. As I recall, he directed the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that certain manufacturers of linseed oil, some 9 or 10 
of them, were making enormous profits, and it is quite likely 
that the farmers were not getting an adequate price for their 
product or. at auy rate, were not getting a sufficie'nt proportion 
of the cost of the product to the consumer. Does the Senator 
challenge the accuracy of the statement made b:r the junior 
Senator from l\1assachusetts as to the enormous profit which 
are made by this Lin ·eed Oil Trust? 

Mr. LADD. l\1r. President, I will not attempt to answer that, 
but I do believe that during the war there were enormous 
profits made by those companies, as there were by many other 
companies. In other words, there was profiteering all along 
the line. I have e,·ery reason to believe they were profiteering 
with the rest. 

l\Ir. KING. Is not this bill, as now fashioned, with the differ
eutial which is provided between the flax and the linse.ed oil, 
in the interest of those profiteers? 

i\Ir. LADD. I do not think so. In 1890, when tile duty wa. 
30 cents on flaxseed, it was 32 cents on the oil, and there was 
then a large amount of fl.ax grown in the country. But the fact 
that Argentina is now producing the flax in enormous quanti
ties, since the country has been opened up, much more ,cheaply 
than we ran produce it, and with water rates much le s than 
our farmers can obtain, makes it impossible for our farmers 
to compete. 

1'1r. KING. ls it not true that this is a frontier crop, and 
that there has been a diminution of production 't 

Mr. LADD. Yes. 
l\fr. KING. And whateYer increa. e there \Vas was under the 

Underwood law. when it was practically free, or was entirely 
free? 

l\Ir. LADD. No: under the Underwood la-w there was a 
rap;d fa-Uing off in production. In 1912 we produced O\er 
28.000,000 bushels. In the previous years we produced about 
25,000,000 bushels, with the exception of one year, but in 1921 
it was down to 8,000.000 bushels. Under the war pressure 
there was some stimulation. I know that in North Dakota, 
at the reques: of the Government the North Dakota Agricul
tural College did everything it could to encourage the produc
tion of flax and wheat in order to meet the demands, and in 
1912 there were produced 28.000,000 bushels. in round numbers. 

Then in 1913 the production was 17,000,000. in 1914 it was 
9,000,000, and in H>18 it had increased again to 13.000.000 
bushels. In 1919 it was 7,000,000, in round numbers. In 1920 
it was 10,000,000, and in 1921 it was 8,878,000 bushels. So that 
there was not an increase but a decrease. 

The Senator asked whether this was not a frontier crop. It 
has been a frontier crop in the past. It has been a crop grown 
on newly broken land. But the reason it was not grown ·on 
other land was because of the wilt disease, which destroyed the 
crop. As soon as the flax was from 4 to 6 inches high the dis-

ease attacked it, and completely destroyed fields of it. The 
farmers therefore did not attempt to grow it. But with the 
production of a wilt-resistant flax grown at the present time, 
which is immune from the disease, the flax is now grown, for 
example, in the eastern part of North Dakota much more largely 
than on the new lands of the western part Of the State, and it is 
coming on as a c1·op in Minnesota and Wisconsin. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the matter under discussion is 
flaxseed oil, but the Senator from North Dakota has directed 
attention to soya-bean oil, anrl just for a moment I want to 
detain the Senate. 

A study of the fact · shows tllat under the emergency tl':l.riff 
la\Y the import of oya beans has been very small. No beans 
haw been crushed for oil in the United State· since 1918, and 
through 1921. 'I'he oil, as stated by the Senator, is imported iu 
the crude form and refined in the United States. and is used 
large!~· in the soap industry. , 

.A. few days ag·o the Senator made a speech in which he 
referred to certain vegetable oils, and I am i°' receipt of a 
communication which I desire to read, in Yiew of the Sena
tor's statement to-day, hecam:;e I think it explains one part 
of the Senator's address which he did not fully amplify. and 
from which mi.c:;apprehensions or deductions may be drawu 
which perhaps the Senator did not intend to be drawn. 

The writer of the letter states as follows: 
We note in some recent remarks of the Hon. E. F. LADD, Senator 

from North Dakota, that he has made, as reported in the CONGRRS· 
SIONAL RECORD, statement relating to foreign vegetable oils (duties 
on which we are actively opposing for reasons set forth in detail in 
the remarks of our special committee printed on pages 5162 to Gl 73, 
inclusive, in the tariff hearings) which require correction. 

On page 6962, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of l\lay 15, 1922, • 'enator LADD 
states " Our Pxcess of importation for vegetable oils above exporti;; 
amount annually for the same period (1914-1920) to 292,311,000 
pounds." 

l\Iay I add, in parentheses, that the Senator has repeated 
practically the same statements during his remarks to-day. 

The imported vegetable oils to which Senator LADD refers are cotton
seed oil, soya-bean oil, peanut oil, and coconut oil. 

We desfrP to point out how entirPJy erroneous and mi leading such 
statements as tbose of Senator LADD might be to those not properly 
informed. 

B:v tbose acquainted with the ini;;eparable market relationship of 
edible oils and fats of both vegetable and animal origin the mistake 
would never be made of endeavoring to compare imports of the four 
named vegetable oil with export of edible vegetable oils. -

Any comparison of imports with exports of ecjible domestic oils 
and fats, of which cottonseed oil is second most important, is mean
ingless unl('SS it includes the edible animal fats and oils, such as hog 
lard, oleo oil, neutral lard, and oleo stearin. 

The combined domestic production of edible fats and oils of animal 
and vegetable origin. exclusive of butter, is 3,600,000,000 pounds per 
annum. Any ·tariff discussion must consider this great figure in tht
aggregate. 

To discuss domestic edible oils and fats without including the 
edible animal fats and oils would be tantamount to discussing the 
currency system and referring only to the silver thereof, without 
reference to the gold and other kinds of currency. 

It is no more logical to compare the imports of foreign vegetable 
oils with the exports of cottonseed oil than it would be to compare 
the latter with the imports of automobiles. Cottonseed oil is an ediule 
oil and the imported oils are largely used for industrial purposes in 
this country, although in Europe the tendency to utilize them in 
edible products to the excluRion of our cottonseed oil has about de
stroyPd all of our export business. owing to the exclusive monopoly of 
foreign vegetable oil. Europe has enjoyed since the passage of the 
emergency tuiff. 

In order that you may bave complete information on this subject, 
we attach hereto a !':beet carrying detailed fi~ures relating to the 
period between 1914-1920, to which Senator LADD referred. 

I ask to have the statement referred to printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 

printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
Table showing exports of ediblr. fats and oil.s from lJnited States for 

tlle se·ven veai·s from 1914 to 1910. inclusire, and i1nports of these fats 
and oils for industrial a11d to a limitecl extent for edible t1sa.pe. 

Item. Imports. 

• Pounds. 
Lard .............................................. ················ 
Cottonseed oil. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 113, 734, 372 
Lard substitutes ..................... _ ...................... _ .... . 
Oleomargarine .... _ ............................................... . 
Oleo oil .... _ ........ _ ................... _ ..................... _ .. . 
Neutral lard ...................................................... . 
Corn oil. ......... _ ............................................... . 
Stearin (animal) ............................... _.. 16,8.30, 137 

§g;~i~~~ oii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1, ~: ~f: ~~ 
Coconut oil of non-Philippine origin............... 502,096, 892 
Coconut oil expressed from copra of non-Philippine 

origin. _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 705, 000, 000 

-----
Exports. 

Pound..•. 
3, 6LO, 652, 7-i l 
1, 379, 000, 00() 

427' 339, 565 
67,306, 166 

530, 681, 388 
I46,3n,910 
65, 542,346 
90, 345, 109 
6,513,000 

98,985,000 
159, Mo, ono 

Total._ .................. _ ... _.... .. . .. . • . . . . 2, 800, 238, 877 1- 6, 682, 384, 28!.t 

Coconut oil coming from the Philippines and coconut oil made from 
Philippine copra is not included in the above table because this move
ment is eq'uivalent merf'Jy to a shipment from one part of the United 
States to another. Such coconut oil and copra would never l>e subject 
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to a duty and will therefore have. to oo treated strlctl7 as American 
production when matters in relation to the tariff are under discussion. 

Total exports of Ameri-can edible oils and fats for the seven years 
exceeded imports by &,782,145,409 pounds, or an av.erage annual excess 
of exports of 54'°,000,000 pounds. 

A most significant fact is that the highest prices ever obtained for 
cottonseed oil in the history of the cotton-oil industry were obtained 
in the years when the importations of foreign oils were heaviest. In 
the year 1919, third in importance of import , and following on 1917 
and 1918. greater Ntill in import~. crude cotton oil reached the peak 
price of 25 cents per pound. 

Price deflation when it came was not caused by importations of !o:r
eign oils but by the same conditions which caused the slum{> in the 
price of cotton, bogs, corn, wheat, hides, and all other agricultural 
products. Importations of foreign vegetable oils had then greatly 
diminished. 

The period from 1914 to 1920 is, of course, not comparable with what 
has gone before or will come after. Imports were larger then than 
thPy could ever be under normal conditions because our country was 
supplying Europe with munitions of war and was itself at war. Vege
table oils were one of the most valuable items in the production of 
munitions of war. 

That importations fell when war conditions were past may be seen 
by comparison of the tollowing table of imports and exports for the 
individual yPar 1920, the last complete year available before tariff 
restrictions interfered with importation. 

For the year 19'i0. 
Combined imports of oils and fats listed In table above Pounds. 

and also exclusive ot Philippine production________ 398, 712, 408 
Combined exports of bog lard, cottonseed oil, oleo oil, 

etc., as Ii ted above-------------------------- 1, 043, 423, 732 
Excess of exports oTer imports :tor the year 1920____ 644, 711, 324 

:.Mr. KING. The statement shows no lard imports, but exports 
of 3,610,602,741 pounds; of cottonseed oil there was imported 
13,734,372 pounds, and the exports were 1,379,000,000 pounds. No 
lard substitute were imported, but om· exports were more than 
427,000,000 pounds. There was no oleomargarine imported, but 
our exports were more than 67,000,000 pounds. There was no 
oleo oil imported. but our exports were more than 530.000,000 
pounds. Of neutral lard there were no imports, but 146,000,000 
pounds of exports. Of corn oil there were n-0 imports, but more 
than 65 000,000 pounds of exports. Of stearin (animal) there 
were 16,000,000 pounds of imports, but 90,000.000 pounds of 
exports. Of peanut oil there were 374,000,000 pounds im
ported and 6.513.000 pounds exported. Of soya-bean oil there 
were 1,088,000,000 pounds imported and 98,000,000 pounds ex
poTted in that form. That would be the reexports; that is, in 
the orjginal form. Of coconut oil of non-Philippine origin there 
were 502,000,000 pounds imported and 159,000,000 pounds ex
ported. Of coconut oil expressed from copra of non-Philippine 
origin there were 705,000,000 pounds imported. So that the 
impvrts were 2,800.000.000 pounds, and for the same period the 
exports were more than 6,500.000,000 pounds. 

The total exports of _i\Jnerican edible oils and fats for the 
seven years exceeded imports by 3,782,145,908 pounds, or an 
average annual exce..,s of exports over imports of more than 
540,000,000 pounds. 

Th'.s report says: 
The period from 1914 to 1920 is., of course, not comparable with 

what has gone before -0r will come after. Imports were larger then 
than they could ever be under normal conditions, because our country 
was supplying Europe with munitions of war and was itself at war. 
Vegetable oils were one of the most valuable items in the production 
of munitions of war. 

For the year 1920 I find that the combined imports of oils and 
fats listed in the table above, also exclusive of Philippine pro
ducUon, amounted to 398,712,408 pounds, but the exports of 
hog lard, cottonseed oil, oleo oil, and so forth, as listed above, 
amounted to more than 1,043,000,000 pounds. I therefore think 
that the writer very justly complains of the statement of the 
Senator from North Dakota, because if you speak of imports 
and exports of vegetable oils only, without considering their 
interchangeability with animal fats, you must necessarily leave 
an incorrect impression in the mind of the auditor, when we take 
into account that the vegetable oils serve the place of animal 
fats, and vice versa ; and when you take into account the fact, 
to use the Senator's expression, which I do not quite admit is 
accurate, that there are displacements, you mu t take into 
account the fact that if a displacement occurs it merely fur
nishes opportunity to fill tbe void or the vacancy by some -0ther 
suitable product, and thus increase our exports. For instance, 
if we import soya-bean oil, or other low-grade vegetable oils. 
which we do not see fit to use for edible purposes because of 
their inferiority measured by the American product, the Ameri
can cottonseed oil for instance, it simply means that those oils 
are used for industrial purposes instead, perhaps, of some of 
the higher grade American oils, and thus the higher grade 
.American vegetable oils find a better market at better pricea 
in European countries. 

If the soya-bean oil and other low-grade vegetable oils pro
duced in the Orient are not brought here and refined or used 
for industrial purposes they are. absorbed readily by European 
buyers, we not being in competition if we hm-e a high tariff, in 

consequence of whieh the American export market i to that 
degree impaired, and Europeans who a1·e so greatly in need of 
edible fats will be compelled perhap to use for edible pnrpo es 
inferior grades of oil, which they would ordinarily u e for indus
trial purposes, and thus take the place of our edible oil and to 
that extent diminish our edible exports. 

The Senator, it seems to me, in the position which he is tak
ing is advocating a policy which is injurious not only to the 
more than 700 companie engaged in the crushing of seeds, who 
have more than $200,000,000 invested, who have more than 
32,000 employees, but is injurious to the farmers who grow the 
cotton seed and other vegetable products, the oils of which con
stitute a part of the edible pToducts of the United States as wen• 
as of foreign countries. 

Mr. LADD. l\ir. President, I can hardly agree with the 
statement of the Senator. I am fairly familial" with the 
letter· he read and the ource of his information and the pur
pose of it. If we produced soya-bean oil in this country it 
would be identically the same as the soya-bean oil produce.d 
from the soya beans grown in !\fanchUTia. As long as we are 
using in this country 337,000,000 pounds of oya-bean oil in 
a single year, as we did in 1919, after the war, as against only 
28,000,000 pounds in 1912, it would seem t"o indicate that 
much more of our home-produced oils.-our cotton eed, peanut, 
and linseed oils-have been displaced and this other oil has 
taken its place in the manufactures. · 

I was not comparing the animal oils. I shall compare those 
when we come to that question. I was, rather, dealing with the 
question of vegetable oils as they occur. The same ls true ot 
coconut oil. Four hundred and ninety minion pounds Of coeo
nut oil in 1919 took the place of that much American oil t iat 
might have been produced by tbe American farmers. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I want to ask the 
Senator a question. He referred to the year 1919 as the bigh
water mark of importation of soya-bean oil. As I understand 
it, the emergency ta.lift act placed a duty of 2 cents a pound on 
soya-bean oil, did it not? 

Mr. LADD; Yes. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What has been the importation· 

since that duty was placed upon soya-bean oil? 
Mr. LADD. For the tlu·ee months following the enactment 

of the emergency tariff law, and that is the only data I ha.ve, it 
was 2,054,000 pounds. That was for the three months follo -
ing the enactment of the emergency tariff law. Sinee that time 
I have no data. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Then for three months it wa a 
little over 2,000,000 pounds, as against 195,000,000 pounds in the 
year 1919. Would it not seem to indicate, I ask the Senator 
from North Dakota, that the duty of 2 cent.a on this oil, which 
is not ,produced in this country, had divei,1:ed that oil to other 
markets? 

Mr. LADD. Yes, Mr. President:, but at the same time we 
are still importing of the foreign oil to take the plaee of the 
oils produced in this country, and instead of importing oil . I 
would use the products produced by the American farmer, 
North, South, and West. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I want to take a fair view of the 
question. If an industry could be ci·eated that would supply 
the domestic market and not interfere with the tremendous 
business that the farmer has in edible fats, I would be willing 
to support a tariff for that purpose. But has the duty in any 
way encouraged the production of soya-bean oil or any increa ed 
planting of soya beans for the purpose of its use in commer~ial 
lines? 

Mr. LADD. It is true that for the first time Ohio bas now 
taken the lead and is operating a factory. In Chicago they have 
made preparations to handle the 1922 crop, and this bas all 
come about under our ta1iff. For 28 years, or, as the Secretary. 
of Agriculture said, for 30 years, we have been experimenting 
and have only reached a stage where we have begim to en
courage production in this counh'y. 

Mi·. FRELINGHUYSEN. But the Senator has not a.:; red 
me that the amount of production has increased he.re. He has 
not given me any figures to show that this tremendous con· 
sumption of imported oil, utilized in the industries, can be 
supplied by our domestic producth-e area. It is only a small 
portion and, therefore, unless the farmer can produce in quan· 
tity sufficient to meet the needs of the industries and also ta 
supply the refining industry of this country which utilizes the 
soya-bean oil for rerefining purpo.'3es and export, it would ~eem 
as if it was a direct tax until we could produc"' it in this 
country in sufficient quantities to meet the demand. 

Mr. GOODING. l\fr. President, I want to a-sk the Senator 
from N~w .Jersey if he thinks we will ever produce soya bean 
unless we give them proper protection? The fact i tl:utt tbey. · 
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are grown in almost every State in the Union. They are o~e 
of the most important fertilizer crops that we grow. There is 
no question about growing enough to supply this coun~ry, and 
the whole world, so far as that is concerned. There is not a 
Stnte in the Union in which they can not be grown, but they 
cau not be grown and never will be grown by America until 
they are properly protected. 

l\lr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am ready to answer the Senator. 
Be asks a perfectly reasonable and fair question. No; I do not 
believe so:ra beans will ever be grown in this country. Soya 
beans are at the present time used for forage purposes and will 
continue to be used for forage purposes. I do not believe that 
tbe farmers of the West will ever find it profitable, even with 
the 4-cent duty, to grow a sufficient crop to supply the_ d~mestic 
market. More than that, if that is done it will reclaim the 
present tremendous exPort market that we have and it will de
prive the farmer himself of his outlet for his edible hog lard 
ancl other products, because while that ti·ansition is going on it 
will drive these vegetable oils into the European market, and 
there they will meet the farmer of the West with his hog lard 
and the farmer of the South with bis cottonseed oil. 

I am perfectly willing to go to a certain length, as the bill pro
vicles, and to put a duty upon the vegetable oils where they 
grow in edible quantity. That is what the committee did. But 
I am unwilling to put a tax of millions of dollars upon the in
dustries of the country and at the same time to deprive the 
farmer himself of his export market. I am a protectionist, but 
I do )lOt believe in this case as does the Senator from Idaho, 
who is also a good protectionist. I want to go along with him 
in ·his policy of protection, but I do not believe that the optimism 
which he has for this product will ever be realized. 

Mr. GOODING. The Senator goes along very nicely as long 
ns i:t does not interfere with some manufacturing concern over 
in New Jersey. Tb ere he stops all tbe time. 

:Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is manifestly unfair, and the 
Senator knows it. I have voted, religiously and consistently, 
for the duties on the farm products of the West; but when I 
see a duty placed upon a product that I do not believe will be 
manufactured here, which will simply be a tax, I can not go 
along with the Senator. I ask the Senator if he believes that 
any of the duties which have been imposed upon the industries 
or'the East ha>e been unfair, and which he is unwilling to sup
port? I am supporting this proposition and I am supporting the 
committee proposition. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I want a spirit of fairness 
all the way round. Tba.t is all I am asking. The people who 
are asking for soya-bean oil to be placed on the free list are 
none other than the soap people of the country. The purpose, 
if the Senator will permit me, is to bring in soya beans with 
practically no duty at all upon them and beat down the prices 
of the American vegetable oils and soya beans and soya-bean 
oil in this country. That is the purpose. 

I happened to be present when Mr. Heldman was present'ing 
bis testimony in the interest of a duty on soya beans, when 
he told the story of the production of soya beans in Manchuria, 
wl1ere. after the crop is harvested, it is hauled to the sea.port 
from 150 to 200 miles distant. The natives start out with a few 
sacks of soya beans on a wooden cart with wooden axles, With 
a driver and a greaser, and they proceed to the seaport to sell 
their soya beans. When they reach a tavern at night, the 
droppings from the horses pay for the lodging of the driver 
and the attendant. That is the condition, if you please, which 
the American farmer is forced to compete with, as evidenced 
by the natives in .Manchuria growing soya beans. Of course 
we will not grow soya beans in America as long as we have 
to meet that condition under free trade . . We will only grow 
them when we get a proper protection, and that is all we are 
asking for in this instance. 

l\1r. McCUMBER. Where did the hired man carry his wages? 
Mr. GOODING. I do not know whether he had a safe along 

wi th .him for that purpose or not, and be did not have to stop 
in a hotel in America overnight or it would have taken all 
the soya beans that he could carry to market to pay his hotel 
bill. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I have heard before 
this ar.gument regarding tlle soap manufacturer utilizing the 
soya bean and vegetable oils. It is true that he does: It is 
also true that he purchases large quantities of the farmer's 
products. It fs also true that he asks for a moderate pro
tection on certain of his products. But I venture to say that 
the most important of tlte soap maker's business in the United 
States is his export business, and that he very little cares about 
the duty on the lower-cost products of laundJ.·y soap. I venture 
to say .he would be willing to have it removed. But he is con
cerned with the cost of his raw material. I know that if 

there is a duty placed upon those raw materials which are not 
produced here, it increases the cost of production or affects his 
export trade, because Europe can buy those raw materials and 
meet bis product in this market with free raw materials on 
which he pays a duty. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I realize that in reexporting 
the soap makers will get their duty refundecl, of course, so it 
will not interfere with the soap makers in their export trade at 
all. There is a general provision in the bill which takes care 
of that matter. There is a general provision of the bill relative 
to that. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, whenever it be
comes necessary for a manufacturer to go to a customhouse in 
order to get a refund, it necessitates an inereased overhead 
charge, and every transaction of that cburacter increases the 
cost of production. That is the reason why the provision for a 
refund, or a drawback, as it is called, is not attractive so far 
as this immediate question is concerned. I desire to say to the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goonrna] that the point is this: This 
duty has been placed upon this commodity in the hope that 
under the provisions of the pending bill the western farmer 
may raise soya beans and that some one will build factories in 
which they may be crushed. That is a hope which, in my 
opinion, is not to be realized, because other crops are more 
profitable than are soya beans. If America is not to be an 
outlet for vegetable oils, it simply means that Europe will be, 
and the result will be to back up the production of 750,000. 
barrels, I think it is, of cottonseed oil that is exported. I am a 
protectionist; I wish to protect every industry that may be 
fostered in this country; but when the imposition of a duty 
would affect the farmers so seriously, I do not believe in such 
imposition. 

l\1r. GOODING. Will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I refuse to yield further. The 

Senator from Idaho may make his speech after I shall have 
concluded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey 
declines to yield further. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. l\'lr. President, the complaint of the 
milk producers, the dairy farmers of the country, who came 
before the Committee on Finance was t)lat :hese vegetable oils 
were largely used in food products, and for that reason they 
wanted a tariff against adulterations sucll as filled milk and 
butter substitutes. In the Committee on Finance I supported 
that policy, and a duty was imposed, although such action is 
in face of the experience of three months of the emergency 
tariff law which shows that our imports have dropped pra 
tically to a negligible quantity. I took the position, boweve , 
that where vegetable oils went into the industry throughout the 
country and were not produced here the imposition of a duty 
on them increased the cost of consumption, and, therefore, that 
we should not impose a duty. That is the position of the com· 
mittee and that is the position I am defending. I do not believe 
it is either wise or practicable or that it will help the farmer 
one iota to impose this proposed duty without the bonding pro
vision on these Yegetable oils. I repeat, I am defending the 
committee's position. I believe that if the duty be imposed 
·without the bonding provision it will seriously affect the market 
for the farmers' edible products, such as hog lard and cott~n· 
seed oil. 

I still further believe-and I have· believed all along-that, 
as to the vegetable oils which are produced only in foreign 
countries it would be better that they should be admitted free 
of duty. 

l\lr. LADD. Under date of l\Iay 19, 1922, Wallace's Farmer 
has an editorial, of which I merely desire to read a few words 
as follows: 

It is more important that there be a tariff of 2 or 3 cents a pound 
on those tropical fats n.nd oils that are used for nonedible or soap 
purposes than that there be a tariff -0f 3 or 4 cents a pound on the 
edible fats and oils. 

The editorial further on says : 
Such a tariff will be a very real benefit to the farmers of the cotton 

South, the Corn Belt, and the cattle :ountry of the West. 
I ask that the editorial may be printed in the llECO&D. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 

will be made. 
The editorial is as follows : 

PUT A. TARill'F ON TIWPICAL OILS USED FOR SOAP. 

The Senate tariff bill which is now up for discussi.ai provides for 11. 
tariff of 3 to 4 cents a pound on su~h vegetable oils as coconut oil. 
soy-bean oil, etc. It is provide_d, however, that in case these oils are 
used for the making of soap, or other n<>nedible purposes, that they 
can come in free. This .means that we shall import into the United.
States every year free of tai;iff charges several hundred millio.n pounds 
of coconut oil and soy-bean oil-ot· two or three times as much as we 
imported of these oils nrevious to the war. During -the war, -when 

I 

j 
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Germany, England, and Holland lost their grip on the cheap tropical 
oil trade of the Orient, the American soap manufacturers stepped in. 
And now they are using about three times as much coconut oil and 
soy-lJean oil in the manufacture of soap as they did before the war. 
The coconut oil and soy-bean oil is being substituted in soap manufac
ture for home-grown oils and fats, such as tallow, lard, cottonseed oil, 
corn oil, etc. 

The United States can produce her own fats. We don't want to 
make the mistake of Germany and build up an agriculture which in 
time of war can not be rapidly modified to furnish our full supplies of 
fats at borne. Our soap manufacturers should be taught again to de
pend as largely on the fats and oils coming from American farms as 
they did before the war. 

It is more important that there be a tariff of 2 or 3 cents a pound 
on those tropical fats and oils that are used for nonedible o.r soap 
purposes than. that there be a tariff of 3 or 4 cents a pound on t11:e 
edible fats and oils. As a matter of fact, there is enough coconut 011 
coming in free from the Philippine Islands every year to supply the 
demand for edible fats and oils. Even more important than the tariff 
on hides is the tariff on tropical oils used for soap purposes. Such a 
tariff will be a very real benefit to the faTmers of the cotton South, 
the Corn Belt, and the cattle country of the West. 

~ir. McCUl\IBER. Mr. President, we are climbing this soya 
bean hill, but it . eems to have been soaped down before we got 
to it; so I hope we shall go back and consider the matter on 
which we are to vote, I hope, in a very short t ime. Before 
doing so, however, I wish to correct an error which I think 
was made by the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
WAI.SH] in arriving at the conclusion that the crushers of 
flaxsee(J, the manufacturers of linseed oil, aft~r having sold 
and exported the linseed cake and meal would receive prac
Lcally a rebate of 10 cents, which would reduce tlie duty paid 

·by them to 30 cents instead of 40 cents. In arriving at that 
conclusion the Senator from l\1assachusetts, of course, has to 
assume that the crushers export every pound of the meal and 
of the by-products from their mills. As a matter of fact, I 
understand they do not export more than about 45 per cent, 
as shown in the last four or five years by the figures of our 
exportations. Therefore, the rebate the crushe1·s would get 
would only have been upon above 45 per cent of their product. 
Even if it were 50 per cent, the rebate would only be half of 
what the Senator from Massachusetts has assumed it would be, 
and would amount to about only 5 cents per bushel instead of 
10 cents per bushel. 

l\lr. WALSH of Massachusetts. l\1y authority for the state
ment is the brief of Spencer Kellogg & Sons, who al'e one of 
the importing flaxseed crushers. They state plainly in the be
ginning of their brief that these drawbacks on the exportation 
of linseed cake, on which there is no duty itself, amounted to 
6! cents rebate on each bushel of flaxseed which they im
ported, and which would be equal to 25 per cent of the duty 
which they paid when importing the flaxseed. 
• 1\lr. McCUMBER. That is all right, but the Senator will 
see that if t4e manufacturers of linseed oil only exported 
about 45 per cent of what they have imported, they could get 
a rebate not on the whole but only on the 45 per cent ; and 
the 45 per cent would be 4t cents per bushel iJ?.Stead of 10 
cents per bushel, the estimate as made by the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I simply wish to make that correction. The 
Senator's figures would be accurate if all of the product were 
exported and if the manufacturers received the full hund1:ed 
per cent; but they receive only 99 per cent, and they receive 
that on about 45 per cent of the importations and not upon 100 
per cent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

l\1r. WALSH of Massachusetts. Of course, the figures I gave 
were based upon the exportations under the Underwood law, 
under which no drawback was allowed; in fact, there has been 
no drawback since the Payne-Aldrich law. Of course, all of 
the flaxseed calm has not been exported, but the right to ex
port it exists, and the greater the quantity which is exported 
the larger would be the drawback, and it is possible on pre
Yious estimates that it might reach 25 per cent. 

1\Ir. President, I have waited patiently to hear some explana
tion for this very high compensatory duty, a duty of 36i cents 
upon a bushel of flaxseed when converted into oil, but I have 
not heard any explanation, and I can not let this debate close 
without again protesting against such a tremendous subsidy 
to the flaxseed crushers of the country. 

Let me repeat the figures very briefly. The crushers' sub
sidy under the Underwood law was 5 cents; the crushers' sub
sidy under the Payne-Aldrich law was 19 cents; the crushers' 
subsidy under the House provisions of this bill is -29 cents, 
and the Senl1te amendment makes the crushers' subsidy 36~ 
cents per bushel of flaxseed. It is indefensible. 

Either the Underwood law d id them a tremendous injustice, 
the Payne-Aldrich law did them an injustice, and the House 
provision did them an injustice, or we are giving the crushers 
a gift, a subsidy of 36! cents, ~at is not warranted or justified 
by the facts. The farmer gets only 30 cents a bushel, while the 

crushers get 36! cents for simply crushing the seed into oil, and 
the public must pay 66! cents per bushel increased price for 
flaxseed when purchased as linseed oil. This is one of the 
worst provisions of the pending bill. It can not be justified. 
It involves an increase from 5 cents under the present law to 
36-! cents, an increase of nearly 700 per cent. 

I am frank enough to say that under the emergency tariff 
the crushers were not treated fairly, for there was no provi
sion made to give them an increased compensatory duty, the 
emergency tariff act merely increasing the duty upon flaxseed 
and not increasing the duty to the crushers. I am willing to 
be fair to them, but I can not see how any Senator in this 
Chamber can justify taxing the American people 36! cents per 
bushel simply for the process of crushing flaxseed into linseed 
oil. 

I am going to repeat the figures before the vote is taken. The 
farmers will get out of this protection $3.600,000, if this duty 
sha11 be reflected in increased prices to the farmer. The Gov
ernment will get $4,200,000 reYenue on the importations, and 
the crushers, after paying the farmers the ir $3,600.000 and the 
Go•ernment its $4,200,000, will put in their pockets $9,500,000. 
Senators talk about protecting the farmers, and yet you give 
the farmers $3,600,000 and give the crushers $9,500.000, and 
the thousands and tens of thousands of farmers and other con
sumers will be compelled to pay the subsidy given to the 
crushers. 
. The cost of labor in the linseed crushing mills of this coun
try is only 2! per cent of the cost of production. The duty 
proposed is a gift, pure and simple, and every paint manufac
turer and user of paint in this country, and every manufac
turer of other products m whiC'h linseed oil is used. know that 
to be the fact. As the Senator from New Jersey said, their 
attitude is not so much on account of the business they do in 
America, where possibly they can obtain increased prices, but 
they know that their export business-and our manufacturers 
of paint and linoleum and oilcloth are doing a very extensive 
export business-when these rates are pyramided on the fin
ished product will make prices prohibitive for export pur
poses. 

Now, I am going merely to quote a few sentences from letters 
addressed to me from the crushers of other oil seeds, and each 
of them says that there is absolutely no need of a protective 
duty upon these vegetable oils. A compensatory duty may be 
necessary by reason of the duties levied upon the raw product, 
but they do not "'ant protection and they do not need it, be
cause there is practically no difference-little difference, if 
any-between the cost of crushing abroad and in this country. 

Tbe first letter that I have is from Aspegren & Co., of New 
York. The writer states: 

I am interested in a great many mills in the South, and I have prac
tically all my money invested in same, which I mention so that you can 
realize the importance of the subject to me. The mills I am intere ted 
in ·are located in Virginia, Louisiana, North Carolina, Georgia, and 
Texas. 

I am not familiar with the linseed oil, castor oil, and rapeseed oil 
business, but J am fully familiar with the cottonseed oil, soya-bean oil, 
peanut oil, and coconut-oil crushing. 

The cost ot crushing oil seeds abroad and in the United States is a 
comparatively small one, the Bureau of Census. I believe, giving the 
cost at from 2~ to 4 per cent of the value of the product. It is there
fore a negiligible factor, and we have so many other advantages that 
we can easily offset the small difference in cost. _ 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-

chusetts yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. From whom is this letter? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That letter is from Aspegren 

& Co., of New York, and is signed by John Aspegren, president 
of the company. 

Another letter I have is from the French Oil Mill Machinery 
Co., who are cottonseed crushers, located at Piqua, Ohio: 

We are in receipt of your favor of the 13th in reference to the rela
tive difficulty in crushmg linseed, cotton seed, and copra. There is 
no great difficulty in crushing either material. The method of prepa
ration is considerably different. Cotton seed ls the most complicated, 
requiring not only the cleaning of the seed but also the linting and 
separating of the hulls from the meats. 

And there is a lower duty upon cottonseed oil than there is 
upon linseed oil, though the process is much more difficult and 
much more expensive. 

With either linseed or copra it is simply a cleaning process prepara
tory for the crushing, and the Jinting and hulling operations are not 
requirerl. 

Another letter from l\lr. Albert G. mthn, of Little Rock, Ark., 
says: 

The American vegetable crude-oil mills do not need to be S'?bsidized 
by a tariff in orde~· to ope~·ate successfull,v. In .fact, these ~ml~s ~ave 
no direct concern 111 a tu riff. 'fhe funct10n which t_hey perfo1 m ~s a 
manufacturing one. '£bey are presumed to buy theu raw materials, 
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crush them, and sell the manufactured products at a margin sufficient · 
to reimburse them for their service. You will therefore see that they 
are only interested in maintaining this margin or toll. What argu
ments have recently been made in favor of a. tariff by some cottons.eed
<>il mill operators are presumably in the mterest of the American 
farmer or producer of oil-bearing materials. 

I personally think tbat even from the farmer's point of view, so Joi:ig 
as we have an exportable surplus of American edible fats, a tariff 
would be a boomerang. 

Yours very truly, A. G. KAHN. 
Another letter from the South Tex.as Cotton Oil Co., of Hous

ton, Tex.: 
Answering question in your letter of May 27, I do not. believe Amer!~ 

can vegetable-oil mills need to be subsidized by a tariff in order to 
operate successfully, if for no other reason than that the industr_y has 
grown to its present size and importance in the United States without 
any tariff. 

Another letter from the Palestine Oil & Manufacturing Co., 
of Palestine, Tex. : 

Without going into any exhaustive argument, I will answer the sec
ond paragraph of your le'tter by stating most emphatically that I ~o 
not think American vegetable-oil mills need to be subsidized by a tariff 
in order to operate successfully. On the othe~ hand, I believe t_he 
Fordney-McCumber tariff bill will work a hardl!!hlp on not only our in
dustry but all industries producing edible fats, including manufac
turers of finished editle products, the cotton raiser, the cattle and hog 
raisers, and I might say the soap industry. 

Another letter, which I will not take the time to read, from 
the American Cotton Oil Co.~ of New Yor,k, is to the same effect. 
I ask unanimous consent to have it printed as a part of my 
remarks: · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be 
so ordered. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
THlll AMERICAN COTTON OIL Co., 

New York, A!(Jl]J 31, 192!. 
Hon. DA vm I. W A.LSH, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. _ 
l\IY DEAR SENATOR: I beg to acknowledge your letter of May 2.~ 

requesting information ~ to o~ views con<;et'.D~g the necessity of tarilI: 
protection for the American oilseeds-crushmg wdustry. 

In reply we beg to advise that the operation of crushing oilseeds and 
oleaginous materials is a comparatively simple process of separating 
the oil content o:t oilseeds and oleaginous materials from the fibrous 
content which operation is almost entirely a mechanical one. 

The American cottonseed-oil industry, which is now composed of over 
700 mills, has been built up without any tariff pr-otection, an_d the 
copra-crushing industry in the United States has ulso been built up 
without any tarilI protection. The labor cost in crushing cotton seed 
is appro:tim'ately 4 per cent of the value of the finished product, and 
considering the comparatively small factor of labor cost it is clear that 
if the foreign labor cost was only 50 per cent of the American cost, 
that the difference in the cost of crushing oilseeds here and abroad 
would not exceed 2 per cent of the value of the finished products. 
However, when oilseeds are crushed in the United States a great ad
vantage is gained, because of the fact that the shipment of these oils 
from foreign oil mills entails considerable loss in leakage as compared 
with no loss when the oil is transported to the United States in the 
form of seed. 

The American industry, on account of its economical facilities for 
distribution, also enjoys further advantages.- the sum total of which, in 
our opinion, more than off.sets the small difference which may exist 
between the labor cost in foreign mills and the labor cost in American 
mills. We own 24 cottonseed oil mills, scattered throughout the cotto.n
growing States, and these mills have always been operB.ted by us with
out any tariff protection whatever. There has been no change in the 
world situation which would now cause us to advocate tarUf protection 
for American vegetable oil mills, as we believe they are in a position 
to compete with foreign vegetable oil mills. 

If I can be of any further assistance I shall be very glad to have you 
advlse me. 

Respectfully yours. W. J. CASSADY, 
Vice President. 

~[r. w .ALSH of l\L.'1.ssachusetts. Mr. President, these letters 
show that the difference in the cost of crushing abroad and in 
this country is very insignificant. They show that the labor 
cost is a very insignificant item in the total cost of production, 
and they show that this compensatory duty of 36! cents per 
bushel upon the linseed oil in a bushel of :flaxseed can not pe 
justified, can not be defended ; and I say it is an outrage to 
tax: the American people 66! cents on every bushel of :flaxseed 
when they purchase it as linseed oil. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. I do. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. May I inquire of the Senator whether 

he has read all of the letters from the crushing companies? 
l\Ir. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. I have read only part of 

them; only the portion that refers to the difference in cost. 
l\Ir. BROUSSARD. Has the Senator any letters from soap 

manufacturers? 
1\Ir. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. I have letters from soap 

manufacturers, yes; but I have not read them, because I have 
myself been interested in only one item in this paragraph
fiaxseed and linseed oil. The Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] 
has charge of the other items, so I have confined my discussion 
entirely U> flaxseed; and, as the Senator knows, linseed oil is 

not used in making soap. Some of the other vegetable oils are 
used in soap making. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I was led to ask the question on account 
of the fact that the Senator read letters only from cottonseed 
crushers. 

Mr. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. Simply to learn from them 
what I had -been informed of, and I wanted to haYe it con
firmed, that the most expensive seed to crush is the cotton 
seed. I think the Senator will agree with me in that; and yet 
the rate here on cottonseed oil is less than on linseed oil, which 
is made by a very much simpler process, does not require nearly 
as much expense, and the labor item is very much less ; and yet 
here the rate is higher than the rate upon cottonseed oil. 

Ur. President, I want to be fair about this. I consider this 
duty one of the most outrageous in the whole agricultural 
schedule. I think it is the most indefensible. I think it is an 
outrage to burden the industries of this country and the con
sumers who must use linseed oil with this excessive duty. 

I do not think it can be defended, and I think the committee 
ought not to give such a high compensatory duty to 14 crushers 
who have been under indictment for violating the laws of the 
land and seeking to control prices, and who will be the bene
ficiaries of this increased protective tariff duty. It seems to 
me that there is absolutely no justification for this increased 
duty to the crushers. 

I have not said much abo11t :flaxseed. I do not think it is of 
nearly so much importance as the duty given to the crushers. 
Let the farmers know that when they vote for this duty for the 
crushers they vote about 30 cents protection to themselves and 
66 cents protection to the crushers who crush the seed into oil. 
It can not be justified. 

Mr. President, I ask permission to bave printed at the end of 
my remarks a table showing the differentials between duties 
on linseed oil and :flaxseed in various tariff acts. 

There being no objection, the table referred to was ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
Table showing ditrerentials between duties on li-fiseed oiZ and fl,a:cseed in 

' various tarif'( acts. 
Senate rate (H. R. 7456) : Cent per bushel. 

Flaxseed, 40 cents per bushel (less drawback on cake)------ 30 
Linseed oil, 3~ cents per pound (19 pounds per bushel) ______ 66~ 

Crushers' subsidy ------------------------------- 36 ~ 
House rate (H. R. 7456) : 

Flaxseed, 25 cents per bushel (less drawback on cake)-------- 18~ 
Linseed oil, 2~ cents per pound (19 pounds per bushel) _______ 47~ 

Crushers' subsidy ----------------------------------- 29 
Emergency act : 

Flaxseed, 30 cents per bushel (no drawback)---------------- 30 
Linseed oil, 10 cents per gallon (7i pounds)---------------- 25 

Crushers' penalty ----------------------------------- 5 
Underwood Act : 

Flaxseed, 20 cents per bushel (no drawback>-------------- 20 
Linseed oil, 10 cents per gallon (7i pounds)---------------- 25 

Crushers' protection --------------~-------------------- 5 
Payn~Aldrlch Act: 

Flaxseed, 25 cents per bushel (less drawback on cake)-------- 18;\ 
Linseed oil, 15 cents per gallon (H pounds)---------------- 3H 

Crushers' subsidy ------------------------------------- 19 
House rate (H. R. 7456) granted linseed-oil crushers increase in 

subsidy between Underwood differentials of_ 5 cents per bushel and 
House differential of 29 cents per bushel, or an increase of 480 per cent. 

Senate rate (H. R. 7456) grants linseed-oil crushers increase in 
subsidy between 5 cents per bushel in Underwood Act and differential 
in the Senate rates of 36~ cents per bushel, or an increase in the 
crushers' subsidy of 3H cents per bushel, or 630 per cent increase over 
the Underwood dilierentlal, whereas farmers' duty on flaxseed has only 
been increased by 10 cents per bushel, or 50 per cent increase. 

The Underwood differential of 5 cents ~er bushel gave the crushers 
a 98~ per cent monopoly on imports of lmseed oil by forcing its im
portation to this extent in the form of flaxseed. Why increase the 5 
cents per bushel protection for the crushers by 630 per cent when the 
5-cent differential gave them a monopoly? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I desire to place in the 
RECORD three exhibits from the testimony which was presented 
to the Finance Committee. 

Exhibit A is the cost of production of linseed oil .ID the United 
States from Argentine linseed. 

Exlnoit B is the cost of production of linseed oil in Europe 
from Argentine linseed; 

Exhibit C is a calculation of drawback on exported oil cake 
manufactured from 1 bushel of imported linseed oil dutiable at 
40 cents per bushel of pure seed. 

All three of these take as the basis the landed cost in the port 
of New York, and the three together show, after making every 
allowance for drawback, and so forth, that there is a necessity 
for a duty of 3.4 cents per pound. The committee, to make it 
an even figure, placed it at 3!- cents. or 3.5 cents per pound. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da
kota asks unanimous consent to have print0A ill the RECORD a3 
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part of his· remarks the documents which he has described. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
]'LAXSEED CRUSHERS' TARIFli' COMMITl'EJI, 

March 28, 19~2. 
Hon. P. J. MCCUMBER, 

Ohairman Senate Finance Oommittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D .. a. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: The flaxseed crushers in the United States beg 
to present herewith their exhibits, dated March 24, 1922. 

Exhibit A : Cost of production of linseed oil in the United States 
from Argentine linseed. 

Exhibit B: Cost of production of linseed oil in Europe from Argen
tine linseed. 

Exhibit C: Calculation of drawback on exported oil cake manufac
tured from 1 bushel imported linseed dutiable at 40 cents per bushel 
of pure seed. 

Accordingly we submit that if imported fla:uieed is made dutiable at 
40 cents per bushel, then-

Linseed oil should be made dutiable at 3i cents per pound if with
out provision for drawback allowance for exported oil cake. 
· If provision for drawback on oil cake is made in the pending tariff 

law linseed oil should be made dutiable at 3 cents per pound. 
Exhibits A and B herewith show that at the same base price for 

imported l.inseed from Argentina the conversion costs in the United 
States are 3.4 cents per pound of oil higher than in Europe. 

Exhibit C herewith shows drawback on exported oil cake if provided 
by law is the equivalent of 3.6 cents per gallon, or forty-eight one-hun
dredths cent per pound of oil-hence a difference of one-half cent per 
pound in the above proposlas for duty on linseed oil. 

The method of our calculations and the figures incorporated in the 
accompanying statements have been submitted to Messrs. De Long and 
Zapoleon, experts of the United States Tariff Commission. 

Very respectfully, 

(Inclosure as indicated.) 

FLAXSEllO CRUSHERS' TARIFB' COMMITTEE, 
C. T. NOLAN, Member. 

EXHIBIT A. 
MARCH 24, 1922. 

Oost of production of linseed oil in the United States from Argentine 
Unseed. 

Per bushel. 
Price of Argentine linseed at New York, this date, for but 

96 per cent purity ____________________________________ $2. 18 
4 per cent additional to bring cost to 100 per cent seed purity 

to conform to oil-yield calculations____________________ . 0872 
Duty adrled to cost of seed __ :..___________________________ . 40 
Manufacturers (United States of America) cost of conversion 

of seed into oil and oil cake packed, sold, and t•eady to ship, 
not inclusive of plant depreciation nor of trade discount, 
cartage, and freight ---------------------------------- . 50 

3.1672 
Less value of oil-cake product, 37 pounds, at normal price, 

$30 per 2,000 pounds--------------------------------- .555 

2.6122 

Per gallon. 
Divisor 19 pounds of oil, the yield from 1 bushel of seed 

equals cost of 1 pound of oil, $0.1375, or per gallon of 7.5 pounds ___________________________________________ $1. 03125 
Cost of linseed oil manufactured in Europe, includip.g its 

transportation in barrels to United States, Atlantic sea-
ports (see accompanying statement B>------------------ . 7760 

Difference per gallon______________________________ . 25525 
DUierence in conversion costs per pound of oil_____________ • 034 

EXHIBIT B. 
Oost of production of linseed oil in Europe fr01n Argentine li·nseed. 

Per bushel. 
Cost of Argentine linseed calculated the same in Europe as in 

Jew York this date, basis 96 pe.r cent purity _____________ $2. 18 
Four per cent additiona~ t~ bring cost . to 100 per cent seed 

purity to conform to 011-yield calculations________________ . 0872 
Duty, none_____________________________________________ .00 
Manufacturers (European) cost of convei;sion of seed into oil 

filled into barrels, sold and ready to ship_________________ . 25 

2.5172 
Less value of oil-cake product 37 pounds, at nor~al pr~ce 

$30 per 2.000 pounds f. o. b. steame.r, New York basis, equiv-
alent in England to $36.75 per 2,000 pounds_____________ . 68 

1.8372 
Per gallon. 

Divisor-19 pounds of oil, the yield from one bushel of seed, 
equals cost of one pound of oil $0.1375, or per gallon' of 
7.5 pounds-------------------------------------------- $0.7275 

Plus transportation of oil in barrels to United States Atlan-
tic seaports------------------------------------------- . 0485 

Total cost to "Qnited ~tates Atlantic sea.ports p~r gallon of oiL . 7760 
Difference m conversion costs per pound of 01L____________ . 034 

NOTE.-Where international money exchange rate enters in the above 
the calculation is at $4.40 per pound sterling-current exchange rate. 

EXHIBIT C. 
Oalcukttion of draioback on e11Jporte<L oil cake manufactut·ed ft·oni 1 

bushel iniported linseed <LutiabZe at ~O cents per bushel of pur6 seed. 

Bushel. Per cent: 

Linseed oil yield, 19 pounds: value, IO cents per pound........ II. 90 77. 4 
Oil cake yield, 37 pounds; value, 1~ cents per pound........... . 555 22. 6 

2.455 100.0 

Duty on cake yield from 1 bushel of linseed, 22.6 per cent of 40 cents, 
is $0.0904, which reduced to oil equivalent per pound is 0.48 cents 
.Der ,ponnd, or 3.6 cents i>er gallon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 1 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the 
committee will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETABY. On line 14, page 111, it is pro
posed to strike out the word "pound," and to insert the same 
word with a semicolon and the following words : 

Soya beans, four-tenths of 1 cent per pound ; cotton seed, one-third 
of 1 cent per pound: Provided, That no allowance shall be made for 
dirt or other impurities in seed provided for in this }Iara.graph. 

Mr. LA.DD obtained the floor. 
Mr. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I was about 

to ask that the Senator from Utah [Mr. Krna) be sent for, be
cause he is interested in this item. May I ask the senior Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. l\IcCUMBER) whether he intends 
to take up, immediately following the action upon paragraph 
760, paragraph 50, which deals with the oils? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. I ask because I want to make 

a motion to reduce the rate on linseed oil. That will be taken 
up immediately? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes. 
Mr. LA.DD. Mr. President, I move to a.mend line 14 by 

striking out .. four-tenths of 1 cent" and substituting therefor 
"1! cents." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LADD] to 
the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. W A.LSH of Massachusetts. Let the amendment be stated, 
please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the amend
ment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. It is proposed to amend the com
mittee amendment on lines 14 and 15 by striking out, after the 
words "soya beans," the words " four-tenths of 1 cent," and in 
lieu thereof inserting "1! cents." 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] is not in the 
Chamber I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will .call the 
roll. 

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names : 
Ashurst · Heflin Moses Simmons 
Borah Johnson Nelson Smith 
Broussard Jones, N. Mex. New Smoot 
Bursum Jones. Wash. NewbPrry Spencer 
Calder Kellogg Nichol Ron Sterling 
Cameron Kendrick Norbeck Sutherland 
Capper King Oddie Townsend 
Colt Ladd Overman Trammell 
Curtis La Follette Pi>pper Underwood 
Dial Lenroot Phipps Wadsworth 
Ernst Lodge Poindexter Walsh. Mass. 
Frelinghuysen McCumber Ransdell Walsh, Mont. 
Gooding Mc.Kinley Sheppard Watson, Ind. 
Hale McNary Shortridge Willis 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-six: Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LADD] to the committee amendment, which the Secretary will 
again report. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETAJ.W: In the amendment proposed by 
the committee, page 111, lines 14 and 15, after the words "soya 
beans," strike out "four-tenths of 1 cent," and insert in lieu 
thereof " 1! cents." 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I presume that no appeals to the 
blocs, groups, alliances, and confederations on the other side, 
who perhaps get some assistance on this side, will affect the 
result with respect to the matter und.,gr consideration. 

A. few moments ago the Senator from North Dakota made 
complaint because in describing the .pending bill I had em
ployed some of the language of Mr. Roosevelt in describing 
Republican tariff bills, Senator Dolliver in describing the 
Payne-Aldrich bill, and the distinguished Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. LA FoLLE'CTE] and other eminent Il.epublicans in 
describing former Republican tariff bills. The Senator from 
North Dakota would be very glad if I would employ the adjec
tive " good " and say that this was a good tariff bill. He 
would be more gratified if I should say it was a just tariff 
bill; but if I should say either I would be wholly inaccurate. 
It is neither good nor just. It is bad and it is unjust. and I 
expect my friend would complain about those two adjectives. 

It is astonishing the point of view we entertain. Any Re
publican or Democrat who says that this bill is a delightful, 
a beautiful, a delectable, and a just measure would sing a 
song that would come with great delight to the ears of the 
.i!ble S~nator from North Dakota. But the able Senator does 
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not like to have anybody tell the truth about this bill. To 
call it an inequitable bill is exceedingly offensive to him. He 
does not like that adjective. He will hear the adjective now; 
he will bear it when he retires to the quietude of his private 
life. He will hear it many years after this, because the 
American people believe that it is a bad bill, an inequitable 
bill, and that belief will be confirmed after the bill goes into 
operation. 

"\Ve are confronted with an amendment, recommended, I am 
told, by the committee, to increase the rates reported by the 
bill, after due consideration, I suppose, from four-tenths of a 
cent to a cent and a half, which would be an increase of 
nearly :lOO per cent. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not a committee amendment. 
Mr. KING. Then I was laboring under a misapprehension. 

I congratulate the committee upon their moderation. May I 
inquire whether the committee is suggesting this at all? 

Mr. SMOOT. The junior Senator from North Dakota of
fered the amendment. 

l\Ir. KING. With that understanding, I do not think I shaU 
take the time to discuss it. I understood the committee itself 
was offering this amendment. 

Mr. l\1cCUl\1BER. The Senator may possibly omit one or 
two of his adjectives. 

Mr. KING. No; I still say it is a bad bill, because even if 
this amendment should not prevail there are so many other 
bad provisions in the bill that I would not want to withdraw 
the criticism heretofore ruade. But in view of the fact that 
this is not offered by the committee I can not believe it will 
get any support. I shall not, therefore, take any of the time of 
the Senate t9 discuss it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from North Dakota to the com
mittee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on the 

committee amendment. 
Mr. McCUl\IBER. Mr. President, the committee moves to 

amend this amendment by striking out, after the word "pound," 
on line 16, page 11. the balance of the said line and all of 
line 17; in other words, to strike out the words: ''Provi4ed, 
That no allowance shall be made for dirt or other impurities 
in seed provided for in this paragraph." That would leave 
the matter so that the screenings and impurities, instead of 
bearing the higher rate, would bear a 10 per cent duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The chairman of the commit
tee desires to ruodify his amendment, and the question, there
fore, is on the committee amendment as modified. 

Mr. GOODING. l\Ir. President, I do not think those who 
have been supporting the amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota understood just what they were voting for. 
I am not finding any fault with the Chair at all, who is per
fectly fair. but we expected a roll call. Possibly we are to 
blame for not calling for it. I ask the chairman of the com
mittee if he will permit a reconsideration of the vote just 
tak~n on soya beans? 

l\lr. McCUMBER. I have no objection. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Neither have I any objec

tion. 
l\fr. GOODING. Then I would like to discuss the amend

ment of the Senator from North Dakota relating to soya beans 
for just a few minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the parliamentary situa
tion be straightened out. Without objection, the vote whereby 
the amendment to the amendment, on page 111, line 14, was 
disagreed to will be reconsidered. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then the question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LADD] to the Committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LADD] to the committee amendment, on which the Senator 
from Idaho will be heard. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I doubt if there is any duty 
in this bill more important to the American farmer than the 
duty that is asked for by the Senator from North Dakota on 
soya beans. 

Just a few days ago I placed in the RECORD a statement of 
farm changes that have been taking place in this country. 
In the year 1920, as I remember, 60,000 men, women, and 
children left the farms in the States of Ohio, New York, and 
Michigan simply because the soil was so poor that they were 
unable to earn a living. 

XLII-639 

Soya beans are coming into a great use in this country as 
fertilizer. Possibly no other crop is doing more to bring back 
the fertility of the soil in America than soya beans in those 
States where they are used, and it is a bean grown to a very 
large extent now in many of the States. 

In the South, in those sections where the boll weevil has 
made it impossible to grow cotton any longer, soya beans are 
being grown to quite an extent, and since the passage of the 
emergency tariff law, which gave 2 cents a pound on vegetable 
oil and soya bean oil, we are establishing crushers in this 
country, and we are growing beans for seed. 

I have here an article appearing in the Country Gentleman, 
which I shall not read much of, but I shall ask that it be printed 
in the RECORD, because to my mind it is a very good article. 
The title of the article is " More Soys," and it is written by 
J. Sidney Cates. I read just a paragraph: 

MANY FARMERS SEE IN THE BEANS A SOUND NEW MONEY CROP. 

Last year witnessed a 20 per cent increase in acreage of soya beans 
planted for seed, and the harvested crop totaled but slightly under 
3,000,000 bushels. The Corn Belt seems suddenly to have discovered 
the possibilities of the soy as a money crop, just as six or eight years 
ago the farmers out there found the great value of beans for growing 
along with corn for soil improvement and for hogging down. 

I ask that this article be printed in the RECORD. 
'rhere being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed 

in the RECORD, as follows : 
[From the Country Gentleman, .April 1, 1922.] 

MORE SOYS-MANY FARMERS SEE IN THlll BEA'S A SOUND N:mw MONEY 
CROP. 

(By J. Sidney Cates.) 
Last year witnessed a 20 per cent increase in acreage of soy beans 

planted for seed, and the harvested crop totaled but slightly under 
3.000,000 bushels. The Corn Belt seems suddenly to have discovered 
the possibility of the soy as a money crop, just as six or eight years 
ago the farmers out there found the great value of beans for growing 
along with corn, for soil improvement, and for hogging down. 

Recently I journeyed into Illinois to find out how the men on the 
farms were handling this new money crop, and what it was displacing 
in the old and well-e'Stablished systems. .At the office of C. H. Oathouse, 
farm adviser for Champaign County, I interrupted a conference with 
four or five farmers who were arranging for a cooperative shipment of 
a car of beans to a large paint and oil manufacturer at Cleveland. 

"There is a big surplus of beans in the county," explained Mr. Oat
house, " although we estimate the area planted for seed here next season 
is going to increase fivefold. We an>, however, having no difficulty at 
all in finding a market. There will be ample oil-mill facilities near by 
for handling any quantity of beans we may produce." 

"Our new rotation to include soy beans eliminates oats," explained 
one of the farmers. "We are working a four-field system-corn soy 
beans, wheat, pasture; the pasture being made up of alsike, sweet 
clover, and timothy. The oat crop has never been satisfactory but 
nothing else seemed to fit in after corn. ' 

" With the better varieties of beans which have come on tbe market 
the past few years the problem seems to be solved. And there is not 
such a rush of early spring work as with the oat crop. After corn 
is planted and before it requires cultivation the bean crop is put out. 
We plant everything solid with a grain drill, using about a bushel of 
beans to the acre. Plantin~ in rows and cultivating, as is done so 
extensively in North Carolina, does not give such good results in 
yield here as does the plan we follow ; and besides, the land is left 
ridged to some extent when the crop is removed and takes considerable 
work to get in shape for wheat which follows." 

" How do you handle the weed problem?" I inquired, going on to 
explain that experience in most sections showed that the beans started 
off so slowly in the early season that weeds and grass often choked the 
broadcast crop and seriously cut down yields. 

" We have worked up our own system of keeping the crop clean " 
spoke up Ur. Oathouse. "To begin with. we barrow the land well 
before starting to seed with the grain drill. At this time a lot of 
weed seeds have already germinated and are killed. Then when 
the beans break through the ground, we go over it with a weeder. 
It does not seem to do any damage to tile beans, and is very effective 
in cleaning out grass, provided the land is not baked to a hard 
crust. On baked land what we call a rotary hoe is the tool to do 
the business. You might compare this instrument to a dis.ik harrow 
with just the spokes of the wheel instead of solid disks. Tbe rotary 
hoe can be used until the beans are 6 to 8 inches high, and it does 
not seem to injure them at all. After that time they will smother 
weeds. When harvest time comes we go in with an ordinary grain 
binder." 

"Don't you shatter a lot of the beans with a binder?" I asked. 
" That would be the case with your row-grown beans," he replied 

" But our crop grown thick on the land, develops an upright habit 
of growth with no wide-spreading branches to be crushed in the grain 
binder. No, we do not figure any more loss from shattering in har
vesting beans than we do in harvesting wheat or oats, though if the 
crop is very dry we do like to carry on the work as much as possible 
early in the morning, when it is more or less damp from the dew." 

Wheat follows bPans under the Illinois system, without any further 
preparation of the land. Jn fact, the grain drill is started right after 
the reaper, the two implements often going around the field 50 yards 
apart, the bean bundles being dropped off on land already seeded to 
wheat. 

"In Champaign County," said Mr. Oatbouse, "we have had a couple 
of meetings of those interestE'd in growing beans. We have figured 
that about twenty-five or thirty thousand bushels are gL"Own in the 
county. We believe that this acreage will increase fivefold in 1922. 
Every fellow who had beans last year will increase his planting, and he 
will be joined by all hls neighbors. This increase will be at the expense 
of corn as well as oats. All the farmers are waiting for is full and 
definite assurance of a general markl't. We believe there need be no 
uneasiness on this point. One facto1·y in Decatur, which now handles 
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30,000 bushels of corn a day, will put in bean equipment. A cotton-oil 
mill in East St. Louis has equipment and is asking for 15,000 tons next 
year." 

A YE.AR OF RECORD YIELDS. 

Yields last year were the highest ever known. A number of small
acreage yields averaged more than 40 bushels to the acre. One farmer 
told me he had out 100 acres of the poorest land on his farm and 
lacked 3 bushels of making 2,000. The crop brought $3,000. I dare say 
the1·e is not a hundred-acre cornfield which last year yielded so much 
fn money value. 

Will Riegel., manager of the Mabary farms at Tolono, Ill., where a 
6,100-busbel crop was grown last year, told me their average was ap
proximately 35 bushels to the acre. The first cash crop of beans was 
raised on these farms in 1909, and the manager declares that beans 
have been the most profitable crop raised ever since. Mr. Riegel says 
that now the land

1 
through long growing of beans, is getting too rich 

and that the rotation will have to be changed. 
Doctor Smith, over at the University of Illinois, told me -they were 

recommending soys to take the place of red clover in rotations. 
"From the standpoint of soil fertility," said he, "the soy has a rather 

prominent place with us here in Illinois. The last 10 years we haTe 
had five failures with red clover ; that is, it failed to come up the sec
ond year of its biennial life. Sweet clover is filllng this gap where 
there is Ume in the soil. In the presence of lime sweet clover prac
tically never fails. The soy can be depended on to make a crop under 
either circumstance." 

I found a number of Corn Belt men making an excellent go of soys as 
the main crop. 

. The three Fonts brothers, at Camden, Ind., own farms close together, 
and they call the grou{I Soyland. They are not only making money 
selling seed. but by feedmg hogs and sheep. Soys are the main crop on 
all three farms. 

Edwin Johnson, of Stryker, Ohio, has made an excellent thing of soys 
as the main money crop. He has three farms devoted to the business, 
and also gets the neighb<>rs far and wide to grow beans for him on con
tract. His production runs into the thousands of bushels. 

I encountered one Illinois farmer whose main enterprise is pork pro
duction. He fed this pork last year on corn, balanced up with soy 
beans instead of tankage. But be did not grow a stalk of corn on the 
place ; the whole farm was put out to beans. These he sold and with 
the proceeds bought corn. He figure that he got in this way three 
timel:I the corn that he would have secured by planting it. 

.At present the price of soy beans in the Corn Belt is the lowest in 
m uv years, seed selling on farms at $1.30 to $1.60 a bushel. Hut 
seemingly this is going to stimulate rather than retard the production 
of beans as a money crop. In the first place, it simplifies the problem 
of getting seed for planting. .And, in the second place.. the present 
price of beans expands the market demand, not only through the greater 
use of seed but for oil and meat production. It is a practical certainty, 
I was told, that several crushing establishments will go up in the 
Middle West this year. 

Probably the most important thing developed at the Chicago meeting 
of the Central Sta.te Soy Bean Growers' Association, held in Novem
ber. was a move to standardize the variety names. .A committee was 
formed to take over the wot·k of getting rid of duplicate names or 
varieties. This committee was made up of one experiment-station man 
who works on soy beans and one prominent grower for each of the 
States representerl in the association. Soy Bean Specialist Morse, or 
the Department of .Agriculture, was made chairman of this committee. 
The department and the station men of the committee have agreed to 
grow all the present varieties having evera.l names this coming season. 
The study of duplicate names will be made during the growing sea on. 

.Approximately 150 variety names are now in common use, thongll 
the number of really different varieties is probably Jess than 100. The 
Mongol, for instance, is sold under the name of Ilollybrook, Roosevelt, 
Medium Yellow, Medium Early Yc:>llow, and several other alia. es. The 
Ito San is also called Early Yellow, Medium Early Yellow, and Medium 
Yellow. The old Mammoth Yellow is sold as both Early and Medium 
Yellow. The old Tar-Heel Black has been sold through the North as 
Early Black, Early Mammoth Black, and Medium Black. The Peking 
is sold as Sable, Essex, Red Sable, Black Champion, and Extra Select 
S~ble. And this list could be greatly extended. 

KlllAVIER-YIELDING VARIETIJilS. 

.!.!'! the soy-bean crop is just beginnini to reach out for a larger 
place in our agriculture, it is particularly important that these dupll
cab• names be eliminated. The crop is grown now all the way from the 
Gulf to the Canadian border, 11.Ild success with it depends far more 
than i the case with ordinary crops on getting a well-adapted variety. 
When variety names become meaningless, important stuilies in variety 
adaptation are lost in the resulting confusion. 

In ~orth Carolina, where more seed beans are raised than anywhere 
el e, 34 per cent of the crop is grown for seed. Illinois now comes 
next with Z8 per cent of the whole planted area harrested for seed. 
No other State aves for seed as much as 21 per cent of the total 
pl nted area. Throughout the Corn Belt a great deal more than half 
the total oy area represents interplantlng with corn. This is also 
true in North Carolina.. In other pa.rts of the South the soy bean 
to a greater extent, occupies the land all by itself. In Virginia only 
29 per cent of the crop i · intei:planted; in South Carolina, 39 per cent; 
and in ~rgia, 35 per cent. 

It is common talk through the Middle Western States that soy beans 
yielded last year almo!'lt double what they ever did before. I am at a 
loss whether to lay this merely to a very propitious season or to con
sider that In large pa1·t it is due to better cultural methods and the 
use of heavier-yelding varieties. ~ Probably all three factors enter into 
the equation. It is a pretty clear case, however, that the recent greatly 
increased interest in soys through the Corn Belt, particularly the north
ern edge of the corn States, can be attributed to better var1eties. 

We have at la t gotten round to searching similar latitudes in north
east('rn Asia for 13oy varieties adapted to the northern edge of this 
country. For unrecorded ages orientals have depended largely on the 
soy for food, and they have naturally accomplished much in seed 
selection. By beginning where they left off-or perhaps I had better 
~!~n~e~g~~g:-we have been able to make a rapid stride in poshing the 

New varieties, some 300 in number, were brought in from Man
churia during the winter of 1913-14. The whole importation was 
tested out at the Government farm at Arlington, Va., and the markedly 
inferior ones were discarded. 

Before this importation of seed the soys had a very cramped. north· 
ern limit or maturity. The new kinds mature a crop ra rther north 

than a corn. crop is dependable. From West Branch, Mich., and from 
northern Wisconsin there came back reports of one sort yielding more 
than 40 bushels to the acre. The yield for fOrage in these northern 
latitudes is also heavy. There are numerous reports of more than 
6,qoo p~unds t<? the acre of air-dry material throughout Michigan and 
WL'iconsm, comrng from the new Manchuria beans. 
. Over ~ New England, 'Yhere the heavy rreigbt rate on western grain 
is a ser1ous burden to dairymen, these new Manchurian kinds s em to 
deserve a large place. The old varieties were not considered safe in 
Ne'v England farther north than Amherst;._ frost would oome before the 
beans matured. Now, well up in New Hampshire and Vermont and 
over in south Maine, the Black Eyebrow and Mandarin, probably the 
most promising or the Manchurian kinds, ripen a heavy crop of seed. 

Heretofore we have made large importations of both soy beans and 
soy oil. Now that we have got tested seed of varieties adapted to the 
climate of our richer lands there is a prospect of our not only filling
our own needs but of producing a bean surplus to send out to other 
countries. 

The soy bean is worked up into a great variety of table products. 
And in this as in all lines of soy appreciation, we are merely ta.kin"' a 
leaf from the history of Asiatic people. Over there it has stood 1he 
tests of unrecorded thousands of ye:i.rs. 

Mr. GOODING. In this country to-<lay, Mr. President, we 
are growing 40,CXX>,000 acres more of farm crops than we are 
consuming. It i'3 e timated that the increased consumption in 
this country of farm products is equal to 2,000,000 acres a year. 
At that rate it is going to take 20 years in this country for our 
consumption to catch up with our farm production. 

Now, if we are going to bring any permanent prosperity back 
to America we have to have a balanced condition upon the farm. 
The trouble is we are growing too much wheat and not enough 
wool ; we are growing too much cotton and not enough sugar ; 
and so it goes on down the line. If we will make an effort to 
protect the agricultural industries which have been on the free 
list, so as to bring about a balanced crop condition on the farm, 
we will not be forced for very many years to find a fureign mar
ket for farm products of the country, and we will stabilize our 
agricultural industry. We will never have prosperity, if you 
please, until we develop every agricultural interest up to our 
own requirements at least, and that is what we are not doing. 
If we will develop the crops in this country in which we have 
not yet reached our own consumption it will take care, if you 
please, of the 10,000,000 acres of farm products for which we 
are now forced to find a market in foreign countries. Above all, 
soil exhaustion is taking place in every State in the Union. 
There is no exception to that rule. Above everything we ought 
to encourage a crop such as soya beans, which mean so much to 
the soil fertility. 

There is not going to be any prosperity in this country until 
the farmer gets better pric€s.for bis product, and he is not going 
to get a better price until we have a balanced condition, nor is 
there going to be any return to the farm until the farmer gets a. 
square deal in the country and is able at least to furnish the 
American people with the farm products which we can grow so 
successfully in this country. Therefore I hope the amendment 
of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LADD] will prevaiL 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] is en
tirely mistaken in one of his statements. The farmers are 
growing soya beans in this country and they are growing them 
for seed. We are crushing them, and if we can be given an 
opportunity by proper protection, so that we do not have to 
compete with the natives of Manchuria, we can do vastly better. 
There they will haul the soya beans 100 or 200 miles to market, 
taking a week or 10 days to make the trip, with only three or 
four bags; and that is the ct>mpetition the farmers of this coun
try have to meet. We can not develop the soya-bean industry 
and we can not develop any other industry in the face of such 
competition. 

The Senator from New Jersey also said there was not much 
importation of the soya bean. I send to the desk a short article. 
which I would like to have read, telling the story of a cargo of 
soya-bean oil just reaching Norfolk. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Before the article is read and be
fore the Senator takes his seat I would like to correct a state
ment he made. He stated I said there were no soya beans grown 
in this country. I did not say that. I said there was no appre
ciable crushing of soya beans for soya-bean oil. I have here a 
letter from the United States Department of A.griculture-

:Mr. GOODING. I agree with the Senator in that statement, 
but they are crushing and starting to crush more, and they will 
crush a great deal more if they are given the opportunity. 

l\fr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The United States Department ot 
Agriculture on J une 19 said: 

If any domestic grown soy beans are being crushed at all, it is only 
ln negligible quantity. 

The Senator spoke o! large quantities of soy-bean oil being 
imported, and said that I said there was none being imported .. 

Mr. GOODING. The Senator said very little was being 
imported. 
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I did not make that statement. I 

said that the record would show that 195,000,000 pounds of soy
bean oil had been imported in 1919, and as to the first three 
months after the emergency tariff act went into effect, placing 
fl duty of 2 cents per pound on soy-bean oil, the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LADD] read the figures showing that only 
2,000,000 pounds had been imported. I called attention to the 
decline in the importations. after the duty became effective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
article as requested by the Senator from Idaho. 

The reading clerk read as follows : 
[From the Norfolk Ledger-Dispatch, Tuesday, June 30, 1922.] 

CusToMs DUTY oN SINGLE CARGO HERE Is .A.BOUT $100,000-SHIP AR
RIVES WITH BIG LOAD SOY-BEAN 0IL--REVENUE TO BE PAID BY 
PORTSMOUTH COMPANY AS OIL IS TAKEN FROM TANKS. 

Uncle Sam will get more duty out of the cargo being discharged at 
the Army base to-day by the Japanese steamer Mayebashi Mans than 
out of any single importation of merchandise at Hampton Roads since 
1914. 

M. M. Vipond, deputy collector of customs, had it figured out this 
morning that the 1,800 tons of soy-bean oil brought from Darien, Man
churia, in the deep tanks of the Japanese steamer would eventually 
increase the revenue of the Norfolk customhouse by approximately 
$100,000. The money will not be received right otr the bat, however, 
for the Portsmouth Cotton Oil Refining Co., the owners of the oil, re
cently bonded the tanks at their Portsmouth plant in which the oil is 
to be stored and the duty will be paid upon it as it is gradually with
drawn for refining. 

The oil brought here from Darien by the Mayebashi .Mat·u is one of a 
number of shipments recently received by the great refinery at Ports
mouth, but heretofore no duty has been paid at Norfolk, the oil having 
been transshipped to Manila, where the duty was collected. · Other 
direct importations, it is understood, will be made this summer by the 
same concern, which is among the three largest r.efiners of vegetable 
oils in this country. 

DUTY 20 CENTS A GALLON. 

Until the passage of the .emergency tariff bill a few months ago soy
bean oil wa.s upon the free list. Now the duty is 20 cents per gallon. 
The heavy duty was imposed at the solicitation of American producers 
of soy beans a.nd of peanuts. There is little diJierence between peanut 
and bean oils. 

The Mayebashi Maro is expected to complete discharge of the oil 
to-day and proceed to Philadelphia. 

At the Army base the oil is being discharged in the company's own 
tank cars which bear it over the belt line to the Portsmouth plant. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I wish to say just a few 
words in regard to the pending item. I would like to have my 
Democratic friends from the South, before voting upon this 
item, to consider that the soya-bean industry is one of the most 
promising in the South, in my judgment, as a successor, to some 
extent, of cotton in the region which is now being devastated 
largely by the boll weevil. It is extremely difficult, eSPecially 
for a Caucasian, in the South to make a living by planting 
cotton. 

I have looked into the question of the soya bean. considerably, 
and am convinced that a white man, in the cotton portion of 
the South where soya beans grow better than they do in the 
northern portions of the country, can by the use of improved 
machinery make a great deal more money annually as the re
sult of his labor than he could possibly make from cotton. It 
requires about as much labor to cultivate soya beans as it does 
to cultivate corn. Soya beans can be planted by machinery, 
cultivated by machinery, harvested by machinery, and ordi
narily produce pretty nearly, if not quite, as much yield per 
acre as can be obtained from corn. A considerably better price 
can be secured per bushel for soya beans than for corn. l\fore 
money can be made, considerably, as the result of a year's 
labor in soya beans than in cotton. I am thoroughly convincnd 
of that fact. 

Let us see some of the uses of the soya bean. They produce 
the most remarkable hay. Southern farmers all know there is 
no better hay than pea-vine hay. Soya-bean hay is just as good 
as pea-vine hay. It is easier to cure than the pea-vine hay. 
Soya beans carry into the ground just about as much nitrogen 
as the pea vines. They improve the soil just about as much 
as the pea vine~. and are tremendously valuable in the South 
for improving tlle soil. 

All agriculture in the country is interested in improving the 
soil. Our yields are dimmishing all over the land. Cotton is 
coming down in its annual production, as corn is coming down 
and as wheat is coming down. Everything that grows from the 
soil is coming down in its annual production per acre, and one 
of the very interesting problems before the Senate to-day is 
whether or not we shall lease Muscle Shoals to Mr. Henry Ford 
in order that he may give us cheap fertilizer for the improve
ment of the land for agriculture. 

Mr. President and Senators, if we can plant a crop of soya 
beans in the soil and make as good :financial returns out of 
that crop and at the same time build up the soil wonderfully, 
to be followeu by crops of cotton or corn or sugar or rice or 

wheat or any other product, because all crops that grow out 
of the ground are wonderfully benefited by the nitrogen placed 
in the soil by nature's best feeder, the soya bean, it would 
seem wise to make more use of that crop. It is a most valu
able crop in that connection. 

I wish to impress upon my friends from the South, and es
pecially those along the Atlantic coast, where the boll weevil is 
becoming so bad, that they have got to do something in that 
section to fight that awful pest. They have got to have some 
money crop other than cotton.. Th.ey can not live if they do 
not have a money crop. They can get that money crop from 
the soya bean and at the same time save the tremend01is fer
tilizer bill they are now obliged to pay. If they could keep 
their cotton lands reasonably fertile without having to pay the 
perfectly colossal fertilizer bills which they are now obliged to 
pay, the retuxns on their agriculture would be very much 
heavier. I say to them that they can get that kind of a crop 
through the intelligent use of the soya bean. The crop also 
will add materially in producing fine hogs and fine beeves. 
In a small way I have had a few acres of soya beans on my 
plantation, and I know the nature of the crop, and that noth
ing fattens hogs more rapidly than the soya bean. Soya-bean 
meal is a splendid feed for beeves. 

When the oil is extracted from soya beans that oil makes a 
splendid substitut.e for paint. It answers the purposes of a 
mixture of turpentine and linseed oil, which I believe are used 
largely in the manu{acture of paint. Soya-bean oil to a 
great extent takes the place of linseed oil in the manufacture 
of paint. It is a valuable commodity. 

The growing of soya beans is very largely a new industry ill 
our country. We seek by tariff duties to build up new indus
tries. When they are thoroughly well established there is prob
ably no reason for placing an import duty on their products; 
but, I repeat, this is a new industry in our country. It is be
ginning to grow up in practically every State in the Union, for 
while, to a great e:x:tent, the soya bean flourishes best in the 
South, there are certain varieties which flourish in the most 
northern State of the Union. I am satisfied tha.t varieties will 
be developed which will flourish along the Canadian border, 
and every part of the Union will ultimately be able to grow this 
plant successfully. 

We need new plants in this country, M:r. President; we ought 
to do something to develop a new industry in America; and I 
say to you, sirs, in the most serious manner, that, to my mind, 
this is the most promising new agricultural plant with which I 
am familiar. I sincerely hope the amendment to the committee 
amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
LADD] to increase the duty on soya beans may be adopted. 

Mr. GOODING. I desire to call ~he Senator's attention to 
the fact that there is a duty of 3 cents a pound on soya-bean oil; 
and, in my judgment, that duty will be of little use with a duty 
of only four-tenths of 1 cent a pound on soya beans. The im
porters will ship in soya beans and crush them and, of course, 
in that way bring in soya-bean oil for about a cent a pound duty, 
as I understand, or not more than a cent and a quarter a pound, 
!ts compared with the 3-cent duty which the committee has given 
to soya-bean oil. So, if we wish to make effective the dutv on 
soya-bean oil, there should be imposed a duty of at least 1! cents 
a pound on soya beans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota [MI'. LADD] 
to the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. GOODING. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SMITH. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his par

liamentary inquiry. 
Mr. SMITH. Is. the vote about to be taken directly on the 

question of the proposal to impose a dnty of 1! cents on soy 
beans? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate is about to vote 
on the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. LADD] to the committee amendment providing a duty of 
1! cents a pound on soy beans. 

Mr. KING. l\fr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. KING. We are about to vote now, as I understand, upon 

the amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota in
creasing the rates provided by the committee amendment about 
300 per cent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question bas been cor
rectly stated. The Secretary will ca 11 the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. CALDER (\\hen his name was called}. I am paired 
with the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. HARRIS]. On this 
question I am informed that he would vote as I intend to vote. 
Therefore I feel at liberty to vote, and vote " nay/' 

l\1r. UNDERWOOD (when Mr. HARRISON'S name was called}. 
The junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HABmsoN] is . ab
sent. He is paired with the junior Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. E L KINS]. If the Senator from. Mississippi were 
present he would vote "nay." 

Mr. McKINLEY (when his name 'was called). Transferring 
my pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY] 
to the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], I vote 
"yea." 

l\1r. NEW (when his name was called). Transferring· my 
pair with the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc:KELLAR] 
to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. PAGE], I vote "yea~" 

Mr. WA.TSO~ of Indiana (when his name was called). I 
have a general pair w :th the senior Senator from MississippL 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. I am informed that if he were present he 
would vote · as I intend to vote on this question. TherefOL'e I 
feel free to vote, and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CAMERON. !\laking the same announcement as before 

with reference to my pair · and its transfer, I vote "yea." · 
Mr. HALE. I have a general pair with the senior Senator 

from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS]. I have been informed that it 
he were p1'0sent ·he-would vote r.s I intend to .vote. I therefore 
feel at lib~rty to vote, and vote "nay." 

Mr. JONES of Washington (after .having, voted in the affirma
tive). I understand that the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Sw~NSON] has not voted. I promised to pair with him for the 
afternoon, but I find I can transfer my pair with him to the 
junior Senator from Maryland [l\1r. WELLER]. I do ·SO, and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce ·the following· pairs: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] with the . Senator • 

from Florida [Mr, FLETCHER]; 
The Senator. from Yermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM] with the · Sena

tor ·from Virginia. [l\IF. GLASS]; 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. EDGE] with the Senator 

from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN] ; 
The · Senator ·from We t Virginia [l\:lr. SUTHERLAND} with the 

Senator from· Arkansas [1\lr. ROBINSON] ; and 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. FERNALD J with the Senator 

from New Mexico [Mr. JONES]. 
The result was announced~yea.s 28; nays 28, as follows: 

YEAS-28. 
Ashurst 
Broussard 
Bursum 
Cameron 
Capper 
Gooding 
Har>:eld 

Heflin 
Johnson 
Jone, Wash. 
Kellogg 
K endrick 
Lndd 
McKinley 

McNary 
·New 
Nicholson , 
Norbeck 
Oddie 
Phipps 
Poindexter 

NAYS-28. 
Borah 
Calder 
Colt 
Curt is 
Dial 
E rns t 
F rance 

Frelinghuysen 
H a le 
King 
L enroot 
Lodge 
l\IcCumber 
Moses 

Nelson 
Newberry 
Overman 
Pepper 
Pomerene 
Simmons 
Smith 

NOT VOTING--40. 
Ball Fernald 
Bra ndegee Fletcber 
Cara way Gerry 
Crow Glass 
Culberson Harris 
Cummins Harrison 
Dillingha m Hitchcock 
du Pont Jones, N. Mex. 
Edge K eyes 
Elki ns La Follette 

So the amendment of l\Ir. 
ment was rejected. 

McCormick 
McKellar 
McLean 
Myers 
Nords 
Owen 
Page 
Pittman 
Rawson 
Reed 

LADD to the 

Ransdell 
Sheppard 
Shortridge
Sterling 
Townsend 
Warren 
Willi& 

Smoot 
Spencer 
Underwood 
Wadsworth 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson, Ind. 

Robinson 
Sbields 
Stanfield 
Stanley 
Sutherland 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Watson, Ga. 
W eller 
Williams 

committee amend-

Mr. LADD. I desire to reserve the right to present and to 
have a separate vote upon the amendment to the committee 
amendment when the bill reaches the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has that right 
under the rule. · The question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment as modified. 

Mr. l\lcCUMBER. Ur. President, I desire to modify the 
committee amendment by striking out the colon after the word 
"pound," in 1ine 16, page 111, and inserting a period; and also 
b y s triking out the words: 

·P rov ided, That no allowance shall be made for dirt or other im
purities in seed provided for in this paragraph. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend
ment i.S agreed to. 

:M;r. KING. Mr. President. I ba;ve a statement on the ques
tion of soya beans and oil, vegetable oils and animal fats and 
their interchangeability, and the effect of importing soya bean.t 
and soya-bean . oil, which tends to show that importations aro 
beneficial, in that they not only give employment to a large· 
number of American people but give us a market for cotton
seed oil · about which the Senator from .Louisiana is so solicit
ous. I ask that the statement be inserted. in the RECORD with-
out .reading. · · 

The PRESIDING. OFFICEJR. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement referred to is as follows : 
The proposed tariff on foreign ve~etable oils is a boomerang. It will 

depress the price of hog lard, corn oil, cotton eed oil, and other oils 
and f~ts produced by American farmers. The proposed tariff on coco
nut oil, peanut oil, soya-bean oil, and cottonseed oil will depress the 
priee of domestic vegetable and animal oils used in tbe manufacture 
of butter and lard substitutes, and thereby the price of butter and· lard 
will be adversely affected. 

The pr<>posed tariff on foreign vegetable oils will make the price ot 
cottonseed oil lower, and thereby • the price of vegetable lard will b& 
lower. Consequently hog lard will be ma-Oe · lower in price b)' the 
competition of lower-priced vegetable lard made from domestic vege
table oils. This will adversely a.trect the pri~ of hogs and corn. 

The pr?po ed tariff on foreign ve~etable oils will depress the price 
of oleo oil, neutral lard. and cottonseed oil-the principal ingredients 
of oleomargarine or butter substitutes. This will adversely affect the 
dairy farmer. 

Tariffs on commodities of which we produce an exportable surplus, 
however. are totally inoperative as "pnotection," and are in fact a~ 
tually injurious to American farmers, forcing them to sell their cr<>ps 
at reduced · prices. Let us demonstrate this to you as it applies to vege
table oils and animal fats : 

The United States . is tbe greatest producer of edible oils and fats in 
tbe worl'l . 

We gi~<! here-with d'ur production for a typical year, 1921. These 
are the same figures appearing on the pict<>rial chart, but converted 
into carloads of 30,000 pounds each. 

Please note the tremendous exports : 
TABL:& 1.-Unitea JSta.tes prodtLction and exports of edfble ofls and fats, 

calendar year 1921. 

Produc- Exp 
tion.. orts. -

Carloads. Carloads. 

~0A~~~~ ·011-·~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:~ ~:~~ 
Vegetable lard, produceQ. from above cottonseed oil............ . . . . . . . . . • 1, 600 

~£~~j::::::~jji+j~+jjjjjj:mrnjij~jjjjjj:j: 1m l:~ 
Tota.I..~................................................. 120,2981 46,09-i 

These are the primary fats from . which · are produced otber articles 
sueh as oleomargarine, salad oils. etc. These derivative products are 
not included because this would cause duplication. 

America must ship abroad 46,000 carloads of edible vegetable oils 
and fats and sell them at international prices in order to dispose of our 
total production of 120,000 carloads. . American farmers, who produce . 
these products, have to sell nearly as much outside the tariff wall as 
they sell inside. Refer to pictorial chart on reverse side and you will 
see clearly how tbe American farmer is necessarily interested in main
taining goou market condition outside the tariff wall. If the condi
tions outside.the tarifl'· wall-in Europe--are maintained in as favorable 
condition as possible. the markets inside the n all or at home will be 
good; but the wall deprives the United States of any voice in making , 
prices outside the wall, and :while killing the American farmer's voice 
in .price making outside the wall and giving thi power entirely to the 
astute strategists of Europe tbe wall has also depressed cmr home 
market, because when selling exportable su1·plus crops like the great 
group of interchangeable edible oils and fats , produced in the Uiiited 
States the home market on the average can be no better than the ex
port market. 

The domestic buyer will not pay our farmers any more than the 
export buyer will pay. The wal is a boomerang, because it removes 
the United States as a rival bidder in other agricultural countries 
and the buyers in Europe, on whom we must depend for the sale ot 
our 46,000 carloads of surplus, are given a clea r field and complete 
~ower to bargain us against foreign farmers in Asia, Africa, and 
:south AmeriC!f, who also have surpluses which they must sell to 
Europe. Thus it is clearly proven how these duties on exports are 
absurd and actually of negative effeet. 

We are not tellmg you what may happen in the futur e, but what 
has actually happened during the past 12 months under the emer
gency tariff bill, which shut foreign soya-bean oil, cottonseed oil, and 
peanut oil out of tbe United States by high duties. 

When the fall crops of 1921 were ready for market, European buyers 
had undisputed control of the new crops of soya-bean oil, peanut oil 
cottonseed oil, and other foreign fats. They let us " hold the snck.'1 

They made us offers for our surpluses at prices measured by the de
pressed prices at which they could purchase the foreign vegetable oils. 
They did exactly what is stated on the reverse side of this folder. 
We therefore were helpless sellers, with no power to bid and still forced 
to meet the competition of foreign vegetable oils in the surplus
consuming area of the world-Europe. Instead of meeting tbe com
petition with some control over it we met it in aggravated form. 

This report from the Amt>rlcan consul at Dairen, Manchuria, dated 
February, 1922, shows exactly what happened: 

" The new American tariff on soya-bean oil yrevented export to the 
United States, ancl the consequent withdra wa of an important pur
chaser caused the price to drop. Europe was a large purchaser, how-
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ever and the stock of soya-bean oil at tlresent on •hand is .proportlon
atel~ mnch smaller than that of bean cake." 

Europe made lard substitutes out of these foreign ve~ete.ble ·dolls, 
ancl . our exported hog lard hatl to compete rwith a foreign pro uct 
which had been depressed in price by our emergenc; tanff .. . Our ~~rn 
growers nnd bog l'aisers suffered -in place of being ' protectea." .L ~Y 
"el'e forc<'<l to sell hog lar·d to Europe at lo:w .prices ·• by the a:cthm 
of the' Prnergency tariff, which lowered the price of foreign -vegetable 
oils and then flivel'te<l th<>m into our own e:xp?rt mark.et. . 

•W..e do _not produce su1HcientJndustrial oils and .tats for our -needs, as 
howo by i.he .following table : 

TABLE 2.-United States production a.na exports of inedf1Jle oils m1<l 
fats. 

Europe would not buy our eottou eed · oil at. pnce ai:iked · by our 
farm<'rs. Om exports of J."efined cotton~ oil hn:ve deellned tre-
mendously, as shown by the following compar1~n: 'Tallow .••.....••........••.•..•.......................•.....•. 

Period 1921. Period 1920. .~~~fi:: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : [ 
Cafloods. Carloads. 

10,883 460 

Pounds. ·Pounds. 
Nove)l'lber................................................. 3,033,884 18,.2311 215 
De<'en ber .......................... __ .... .. ........ .. . .... 5, 054, 022 a1, 471, 254 
January.................. ................. . ............... 4,915,632 ~·.~fi,;if 
February ...•........ _ ....•............ _ ...•............... 

1
_3_,_54_6_;_01_2_

1 
____ _ 

Total ................................................ 16,549,610 157,482,"288 ' 

I•~urope bought 5,2-rn carloads of our refined ·cott?nsee~ oil 'du~i-~g the 
auove four 'Uionth8' period: before the emergency ta::r1ff, iu:d only :>o:.:! c.ar
Ioads during the ame period after the emergency tariff, a reductl'!m 
of 4,G07 car"I, or nearly 90 per cent. Had not our cotton crop been 
VE!l'Y shul't this year our cotton growers ·would have been unable to sell 
their seed to the cottonseed-oil mills. They •w()uld have been oNiged to 
use it on the farm for fertilize-r -aad feed, •owing to the destruction of 
their export market for cottonseed oil by the action of the emergency 
taritl'. · · th" 

Horne dairymen, because of tlreir lack of knowledge concermng l.S 
subject demanded that foreign vegetable oils l>e excluded from the 
United' States, claimfog that these foreign vegetable oils were so 'cheap 
that substitutes tor butter would be made from them, and thereby the 
price of butter would be depressed. Is this not .ubsurd. 1 You h!l-ve , 
seen from tbe foregoing tahles that we exP-Orted in 1921, a typical 
year-typical with the exception of cottonseed oil-8,400 carloads of cot
tonseed oil, 4,933 carloads of oleo oil, 766 carloads of neutral lard, 146 
carloads of corn oil, and 60 carloads of peanut oil, or a total of 13,.638 
carloads of American edible oils and fats that are the very prime in
.,.redie.dts of butter substitutes. These quantities, exported, vastly 
exceed the quantity used in our domestic oleomargarine industry. Had 
oar cotton crop been normal our exportable surplus of domestic oils 
aud fats suitable for butter substitutes would have been 20,000 oar-

101!f1~e American dairymen, therefore, have been badly advised. Foreign 
vegetable oils and fats, such as c11conu! oi~, soya-bean, cottonseed oi!, 
and peanut oil are on the average infer10r rn quality for butter-sub ti
tute making to our owu domestic oils and fats, and are used ·pTinei
pally in the United St.ates for industrial pu~pose~. such as soap. making, 
tauning rubber snbstitutes, etc. '.lhe foreign oils, therefore, 'if freely 
admitted to the United States, tum the wheels of our industries, enable 
u;; to manufacture soap and othe'l' products at prices that are 1n line 
with wo-rld prices, and thus enable the Ame1'ican manufacturer to sell 
his finisherl product at home and abroa:d, nnd at the same time this 
quantity of these foreign vegetable oils and fats thus diverted from 
Europe will leave a corresponding demand in Europe for edible products 
to l>C' filled from our great exP-Ortable surplus of hlgher-grade edible 
oils and fats made up of 893,000,000 pounds of hog lard, 252,000,000 
pounds of cottonseed oil, 48.,000.000 •pounds of·-vegetable lard, 32,700,000 
pounds of oleo stearine, 23.000'.000 pormds of neuh'ill lard, 4,-t00.000 
pounds of corn oil, 128,000,000 pounds .of oleo oil, anu 1,800,000 
pounds of peanut oil. 

Amertcsm dairymen produce 1,700,000,'000 pounds of butter, or 53,333 
carloads. '.rhi.s is a tremendous •-quantity. · The American dairyman's 
competition from butter substitutes is right In his own front yard
Am0ri..-an cottonseed oil, corn oil, peanut oil, oleo oil, and neutral 
lnrrl. 1 These very products are exported ' in n·emendous quantities, and 
in favoring a tarifl' on foreign vegetable oils he has gone . hunting with 
the wrong end of the _gun. 

'The American dairyman should know that he can not escape the com
pe1 i tion of J.rn r t• r sub>'titutes and that any tariff procedure that de
presses the priee of tbe great SUt"plUB quantity of domestic butter
substttute making vegetable oils and fats produced .by other American 
farmer" will only increase his competitidn from butter substitutes made 
from domestic fats ano oils. If he -persists in 1his ill-advis~d demands 
for duties on foreign vegetable oils he will accomplish nothing but the 
rev;:-rse of whnt he desires. 

(a) By killing the Unit€d States as a rival buyer of these foreign 
vegetable oils in the Orient we would allow 'their price to be depressed 
in the primary markets. 

(b) These oils will then go to our foreign cust-0mers in Europe at 
the depres ed price, depressed by our inabllity to bid for them. 

( c) They will then displa(!{' a -relative quantity • of "Our own higher-
· grade ediblP oils and •fats in EuT-0pe or l\Vill be the means by ·which we 
are hargained down to lower pric<>s for our own surplus. 
· (cl) Thereby our own home markets ·will be correspondingly reduced 
and the American dairyman instead 'Of being obliged to compete with 
butt: r sub. titutes ma.d~ from cotton eed oil costing, ay. 10 cents per 
pound, will have to compete with butter substitutes made from cotton
ii'ee<l oil . ell!ng at 9 cents per pound; be will have to compete with 
lower·P'l'iced oleo oil, neut!al lard, peanut, and corn oils. ·All choice 
ingredients for oleomargarine. 
~he oils and fats which America produces .in _great .quantities com

manll the I.Jest price when oold for edible usage. Our great cottonseed
oil industry, when it first started, • bad to seek a market for its cotton
seed oil tn the soap kettle. Scientists then found out how to refine 
this product and make vegetable lard from it, or inlitation bog lard. 
The cotton-seed oil proved of much greater value tor this -purp-ose than 
for its original 1111d less valuable nse in the soap ·kettle. American 
oap mak:Prs, therefore, had tu give ' up •thls oil and .American cotton 

growers found the price of cotton seed greatly enhanced by the better 
paying market for the oil in edible usage. This has been true ?! prac
tically nil Am<>rican oils ancl fats. As ·fast as their -production ltbas 
been developed they have , vr<>ven to · be the pr-emier oils and fats of the 
world for edible purposes, and our industries have been continuously 
hard pressed to find new supplies suitable for soap and other inedible 

·products. 

Fish and whale oil ...........................•....•.......••.. r 

11,366 (1) 
5Ci6 20 

'1,-066 26 

Total.................................................... '24,481 506 

1 Not available. 

'BY' comparing 'Our exports of edible ·oils and -rats (Tatiie 1), -46,094 
carloads, and our exports of inedible oils and fats ' (Table · 2), 506 car
loads, it will be seen that our exports of inedible oils .and fats are vexy 
small. In fact, these -·exports· merely result from nnusual 'tircu:mstances 
and conditions a.md the fact that 'Our •supply of industrial oils and fats 
is less than our requirements is illustrated by the following •table: 
T.uu.E 3.-United 'States itn,ports and•reea:.pOf"ts· of .foreign industrial oils 

and fafis, calendar 1}ear 1921. 

Carloads of30,000pounds. Im
ports. 

Reex- Net im· 
ports. ports. 

~--------~-~--------!-----!-------~ 

Coconut oil ............•.......•....•.............•.. 

~;~~~~~<te::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Peanut oil ................................... - •.•.•.. 
C-Ottonseed oil ...................................... . 
Palm oil .............•.........•.•..••..•..•.•....•• 
Pabn-Jrernel oil.. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tallow ............................................. . 
Olive-oil foots •••.••••.••••••...••••••••••••••••••••• 

Total. ...••..••.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••••.•.• 

·N~ 
'576 

100 
22 

770 
79 
60 

532 

11,003 

300 
90 
82 

None. 
None. 

12 
None. 
None. 

5 

1489 

5, 700 
3,67':1 

494 
100 
22 

758 
79 
60 

5'n 

11,4lt 

Linseed oil, flaxseed, 'Castor . oil. rapeseed oil and chinawood oil, cod 
oil and codrliver oil are omitted because they are not -interchangeable 
with the major edible and soap-making oils and fats in general usage. 

1t will thus be seen that our net imports of these foreign industria! 
oils and fats was 11 414 carloads, while from Tnble No. 1 it will be seen 
that -we exported 46;094 carloads of our domestic high-grade edible fats 
during the same period. These foreign industrial oils are used in the 
United States almost entirely for industrial purposes. Only a smal,1 
quantity o.f these foreign oils and fats are used •in low-grade edible 

' p1·oducts. 
It is perfectly clear that our domestic vegetable and animal oils are 

of such superior quality for edible purposes that after supplying our 
-o-wn requirements of tllem for food ·we export the balance for use as 
•food in foreign countl'les. Instead of 'Using our surplus of bigh-grade 
edible fats for industrial purposes at lower prices in -our factories, we 
sell them abroad at the higher edible price level and import the lower· 
'grade and cheaper varieties ' for our · industries. A highly profitable 
auangement for all concerned-the American farmer and the American 
cl'.>nsumer. 

Furthermore, for the sake of argument, if it were to be admitted that 
all of these foreign vegetable oils were used fm.: edlble purposes, the 
entire net imparts of foreign vegetable -0ils, per Table ·No. '3-11,414 
carloads-would · onLv be 25 per cent of our exports of edible oils and 
fats per Table No. ·i. Foreign coconut oil is used principally in the 

· man'rtfacture of laundry soap. Most of our foreign coconut oll is im
ported from the Philippines .and -DO tariff can be collected on 'these im· 
ports, and hence t~e 1:'Utility. of any dnt~ at ·all on_ coconut oil. S~~
bean oil is used pnnc1pally m soap ma_krng. Foreign cottonseed u1l is 
of interior quality and is used principally 'for soap making. 

The foreign -0Us and ·tats-in the above table and the oH-bearing seeds 
and materials from which they are ·expressed should all be allowed 
duty-free entry into the United States. Our industries would thus be 
supplied with suitable oils and fats for industrial purposes and the 

· markets •of Europe ·would thus be maintained in •fa-vorable condition to 
receive our exportable surplus of edible oils and fats at higher prices. 

.A balance sheet for any previous year will show large exportations ot 
edible oils :llld fats, with foreign -vegetable oils imported principally for 
industrial purposes. Even during"the World War years, of the quantity 
of forei.,.n vegetable oils and fats inlported the quantity used in low
"'l'.ade edible products was trivial compa1·ed with our exports r of Ameri• can edible oils and "fats. 

Some who have never studied this problem'"lnay say, "If we are pro
dneiog more vegetable oils and animal lats · in the United Stia.tes than 
we need we should 1:,hut the foreign oils and fats out and use our own 
!or every purpose; we don't need any more." Where is there an Ameri· 
can hog raiser, corn grower, ~r cotton grower "!ho would prefer to sell 

•bis surplus hog la-rd, ·corn oil, or cottonseed oil to -an American soap 
factory for 5 cents per pound f.or _soap making when he could sell his 
surplus for edible purposes a·broad at from 10 to 12 cents per pound"? 
Any farmer will agree that he slmuld -sell_ his pro~uets wherever and 
for whate-.er purpose they will bring .the 1lnghest pr1ce, a·nd the marke t 
in which ·he can get th~ best price and sell for the most valuable u age 
is the market he really should protect, whether it be England, H.olland. 
or ' Turkey makes little difference. ·Europe can not produce sufficient 

!tooustuffs •for her large•population . .Her 11eople:mnst·eat; tht>y •will :p-ay 
more fo1.· hog lard, cottenseed oil, oleo oil, corn oil, neutral lard, and pea
nut oil for edible purposes than . Americans woul<l ever pay for t bese 
fats !n the form of scrap with which to wato.h their bands. To end4'avor 
to • for~e ' these high-grade fats baek into •the soap kettle would be ab uni 
-a11d disastrous to American farmers and -dairymen. 

* • * * * • 
Europe is the world's fo()d surlilus consuming market. Our proposed 

tariff on products of which we prodrree •an exportable surplus can · not 
•:by any stretC:h of ~imagiJiatiOD Jforce Europe to pay ·us '. bigher prices; 
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but these t.n.riffs actually reduce world-price levels by transferring the 
power to dictate prices from the selle_rs to the buyers, from the United 
States to Europe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the committee as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 

next amendment reported by the Committee on Finance. 
Mr. McCUMBER. I ask now to return to paragraph 50, on 

page 21. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment in paragraph 

50, on page 21, will be stated. 
The AssISTANT SECRETARY. On page 21, paragraph 50, line 

17, after the words "Castor oil," it is proposed to strike out 
" 4-! " and in lieu thereof to insert " 3," so as to read : 

PAR. 50. Oils, expressed or extracted: Castor oil, 3 cents per pound. 
T_he PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 

to the amendment reported by the e-0mmittee. 
l\Ir. KING. I mo-re to strike out "3" and insert in lieu 

t hereof "2." 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend

ment offered by the Senator from Utah to the amendment re
ported by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 
Tue amendment of the committee was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 

next committee amendment. 
The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On the same page, line 18, 

it i proposed to strike out the words " cottonseed oil, coe-0nut 
oil, a nd soya-bean oil, 2 cents per pound." · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Finance wa , in 

the same paragraph. same page, line 20, after the word 
" oxidize<]," to strike out " 2! " and insert " 3!,'' so as to read: 
lin ·ced or flaxseed oil, raw, boiled, or oxidized, 3 ~ cents per pound. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, that is the 
oil upon which I argued against the imposition of such a high 
rate. I move now that the numerals " 3! " be stricken out 
from the committee amendment and that the numeral " 2 " be 
inserted in place thereof. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. On that amendment I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the Secretary report the 
a mendment to the ainendment. 

The ASSISTANT 'SECRETARY. On page 21, line 20, the com
mittee propose to strike out "2i" and to insert "3-!"; the 
Senator from Massachusetts [:Mr. WALSH] now moves in lieu 
of the numerals " 3-! ,. proposed to be inserted by the commit
tee that there be inserted the numeral " 2." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts to the com
mittee amendment, upon which the yeas and nays are de
manded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CALDER (when hi 'name was called) . I am paired 
w-ith the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. HARRIS]. I there
fore withhold my vote. 

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] to 
the senior Senator from Connecticut [l\lr. BBA ~nEGEE] and will 
-vote. I vote" nay." 

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called). 
Making the same announcement as before with reference to 
my pair and its transfer, I vote-" nay." 

l\Ir. McKINLEY (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before, I vote "nay." 

Mr. HARRIS (when the name of Mr. WATSON of Georgia 
was called). I desire to annolmce that my colleague the junior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. WATSO ""] is detained on account of 
sickness. 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the senior Senator from Missis
i::ippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
L fr. CROW] and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Tlte roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HARRIS. I transfer my pair with the Senator from 

New York [Alr. CALDER] to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GERRY] and will •ote. I \Ote "yea." 

Mr. CAMERON. Making the same transfer as before, I 
vote "nay." 

1'.!r. SUTHERLAND. I transfer my general pair with the 
semor Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RonrnsoN] to the junior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. RAWSON] and will vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I transfer 
my pair with my colleague the senior Senator from Kentuckv 
[Mr. STANLEY] to the senior Senator from Illinois [l\lr. l\lc
CoRMICK] and will let my vote stand. 

Mr .. COLT (attE:r ~aving voted in the negative). I transfer 
my pair with the Jumor Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] 
to the junior Senator from Vermont [l\Ir. PAGE] and will let 
my vote stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the follow
ing pairs: 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. NEW] with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. l\IcKELLAR]; 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] with the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Fr..ETCHER] ; 

The Senator from New Jersey [l\lr. EDGE] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN] ; and 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM] with the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. GLASS]. 

The result was announced-yeas 12, nays 44, as follows: 
YEJAS-12. 

Ashurst Heflin Pomerene Underwood 
Dial King Simmons Walsh, Mass. 
Hards Overman Smith Walsh, Mont. 

NAYS-44. 
Borah Hale l\:lcKinley Sheppard 
Broussard Harreld McNary Shortridge 
Bursum Johnson Moses Smoot 
Cameron Jones, Wash. Nelson Spencer 
Capper Kellogg Newberry Sterling 
Colt Kendrick Nicholson Sutherland 
Cur ti Ladd Norbeck Townsend 
Ernst La Follette Ondie Wadsworth 
France Lenroot Pepper Warren 
Frelinghuy:;en Lodge Phipps Watson, Ind. 
Gooding · Mccumber Ransdell Willis 

NOT 'VOTING-40. 
Ball Elkins McKellar Reed 
Brandegee Fernald McLean Robinson 
Calder Fletcher Myers Shields 
Caraway Gerry New Stanfield 
Crow Glass Norris Stanley 
Culberson Harrison Owen Swanson 
Cummins Hitchcock Page Trammell 
Dillingham Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Watson, Ga. 
du Pont Keyes Poindexter Weller 
Edge McCormick Rawson Williams 

So the amendment of ~Ir. 'V ALSH of Massachusetts to the 
amendment of the committee was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\1r. STERLING in the chair). 
The question now is on the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I think this 
is such an excessive duty, amounting to a subsidy of over 
$9,000,000 annually on linseed oil to 14 crushers in this coun
try, that I must ask for the yeas and nays upon the committee 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). Making the 
same transfer as before, I vote " yea." 

Mr. ERNST (when his name was called). Making the same 
transfer as before, I vote "yea." 

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as before, I vote "yea." 

Mr. UNDERWOOD (when Mr. HARRISON'S name was called). 
I desire to announce that the Sena-tor from Mississippi [Mr. 
HARRISON] is absent, and is paired with the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. If the Senator from Mississippi were 
present, he would vote "nay." 

Mr. JONES of Washington (when his name was called ) . 
Making the same announcement as before with reference to m:v 
pair and its transfer, I vote "nay." • 

Mr. McKINLEY (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before, I vote " yea." 

l\ir. SUTHERLAND {when his name was called). Making 
the same announcement as before with reference to my pair 
and its transfer, I vote "yea." 

l\Ir. HARRIS (when the name of Mr. WATSON of Georgia was 
called). I de ire to announce that my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Georgia [l\fr. WATSON], is detained on account of 
sickness. 

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). 
Making the same announcement as before, I vote "yea.'' 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. COLT (after having voted in the affirmative). Ha the 

junior Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL l Yoted? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not. 
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Mr. COLT. I have a , general .pair with that Senator. I 

transfer that. pair to the junior Senator_ from Vermont [Mr. 
PAGE], and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to .announce the follow
ing pairs: 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. NEW] with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAB] ; 

The Senator from Delaware [MrA BALL] with the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. F'LETcHEB] ; 

The Senator from Ne.w Jersey [Mr. EDGE] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. OwENJ ; and 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM] with the. Sen.
a to1· from Virginia [Mr. Guss]. 

The result was announcedr-yeas 41, nays 16, as follows: 

Broussard 
Bursum 
Calder 
Cameron 
Capper 
Colt 
Curtis 
Ernst 
France 
Frelinghuysen 
Gooding 

.Ashurst 
Borah 
Dial 
Ilarrif'l 

Hale 
llarreld 
Johnson 
Kellogg 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
La.dd 
Lenroot 
Lodge 
:\1cCumber 
McK1nley 

YEA8-41. 
McNa.cy 
Moses 
Nelson 
Newberry 
Nicholson 
Oddie 
Pepper 
Phipps 
Poindexter 
Ran ~dell 
Shortridge 

NAYS-16. 
.Tones, Wash. Pomerene 

t!nli~ollette ~fiii~:~: 
Overman Smith 

Smoot 
Spencer • 

~~'fi!~~d 
Wadsworth
Warren 
Watson, Ind. 
Willis 

Townsend 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont, 

A number of instances have arisen during tbe consideratioTu 
of the bill where the situation was substantially as it .is here, 
and I inquire whether or not, when we reach the paragraph 
providing f01· nondutiable commodities, tbs.ti paragraph may be 
amended by taking one or more of the items in the paragraph 
now under consideration and transferring them by appropriate. 
motion? 

The PRESIDING ORFICER. The Chair will settle that 
question when it is reached. 

Mr. KING. Of course, I presume that1 will be done, and I do 
not ask the Chair to decide the case in advance. Yet the Chair 
will see that if a failure to make the motion would preclude, 
when we reached the nondutiable list, a motion to transfer any. 
of the itelllil in this paragraph to the nondutiable list, I would 
feel constrained to submit the motion now. But it seems to me 
that the proper time to make the motion,, wo.uldt be when we 
reach the nondutiable list. I think it has been decided here
tofore, during the progress of the bill, that an amendment t() 
an amendment such as this would not preclude. when we reach 
the. nondutiab,le list, an amendment. to transfer to the non· 
dutiable list an item agreed to now. With the understanding 
that I may move to transfer to the free list some of the items in 
this paragraphr if not all, I shall not submit the motion to trans
fer: now, 

I move to strike out the numeral "4," in line 4, and to insert 
in lieu thereof the numeral "2," so as to read: 

Coconut oil, 2 cents per pound. 

NOT VOTING-39. 
Ball Fernald McLean Robinson 

Shields 
Stanfield 
Stanley 
Swanson 
Trammell 
Watson, Ga. 
Weller 
Williams 

l\lr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I want to make a very 
• 

1short statement concerning this added paragraph. 
The Committee on Finance, in considering the duty on vege

table oils, faced one of its most difficult tasks. The committee 
was confronted, on the one hand, by a plea to protect dairY' 
and agricultural industries against imports of cheaper foreign 
oils. On the other hand, there were large manufacturing in
dustries, principally those producing soap, paints, and var
nishes, which would be adverse-ly affected by a duty on these 
'oils. These industries are on a substantial export basis. For· 
example, the foreign shipments of soaps in 1919 were in excess 
of $15,000,000, or approximately 5 per cent of the total domestic 
production, and the exports of pigments, paints, and varnishes 
were more than $25,000.000, Ol" about 7 per cent of the domestic 
output. It is evident that these domestic industries would be 
placed at a disadvantage in the world's market if forced to pay 
a premium for raw materials as compared with their European 
competitors. 

Brandegee Fletcher Myer~ 
Caraway Gerry New 
Crow Glass Norbeck 
Culberson Harrison Norris 
Cummins Hetlin Owen 
Dillingham Hitchcock Page 
du Pont Jones , N. Mex. Pittman. 
Edge McCormick Rawson 
Elkins McKella.r Reed 

So tl1e amendment of the committee was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the 

committee will be stated. 
The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The two following amendments 

have been agreed to heretofore, after modifications by the com
mittee. 

The next amendment is, on page 21, lines. 24. and 25, where 
it is proposed to strike out "peanut oil, 2i cents per pound," 
and the semicolon. 

The PH.ESJDING OFFICER. 
to the committee amendment. 

The question of protection to Ametican industries involves 
The question is on agreeing domestic cottonseed and linseed oils and the large dairy in-

dustries. In the case of cottonseed and linseed oils the comThe amendment was agreed to~ 
The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On , page 22, line 1, after the 

words " rapeseed oil," the committee proposes to strike out 
" 1' cents per pound " and to insert " 6 cents per gallon." 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire what the 
ad valorem would be under that rate? 

Mr. McCUl\1BER. The rate in the House text is H cents 
per pound. There are about 71 pounds to a gallon. Therefore 
the 6 cents per gallon would be a reduction of about 50 per 
cent. 

Mr. KING. I move to strike out .the numeral "6" and insert 
in lieu thereof the numeral " 4." 

Mr. McCUMBER. Before we vote upon the motion I would 
like to answer the Senator's question as to the equivalent ad 
valorem. The equivalent ad valorem is 7t per cent, and , the 
rate, I desire ·to say, is the same as that in the Underwood law. 

Mn KING. I withdraw the motion, in view of the statement 
as to the ad valorem. 

The- PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McKINLEY in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 

next amendment on page 22. 
The ASSISTANT SE<JRm'AB,Y. On page 22, beginning with line 4, 

the committee proposes to insert a new paragraph, as follows: 
PAB. 50a. Coconut oil, 4 cents per pound; cottonseed oil, 3 cents per 

pound ; peanut oil, 4 cents per pound; and soya-bean oil, 3 cents per 
pound : Provided, That such oils may be imported under bond i.n an 
amount to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury and under such 
regulations as he shall prescribe; and if within three. years from tht~ 
date of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse, satisfac
tory prQof is furnished that the oil has been used in the manufacture 
of articles unfit for food, the duties shall be remitted: Pt·ovided further, 

~hea~~ic~~~ gf ~J~~;~tut~reri'~~J1ti~e~ ~~11P~:Sf!!~i3. 1~o~~~~e~ 
and paid on any oil so used in violation of the bond,• ino addition to.- the 
regular duties provided ·by this · paragi;apb,. 3 cents per pound. which shall · 
not be remitted or refunded on exportation of the ai:tieles or for any 
ottrer reason. 

Mr. KING. Xlr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

mittee, after careful consideration, reached the conclusion that 
so far as manufacturing uses other than for food, products are 
concerned the displacement of these oils by imports is not 
serious. About 85 per cent of the cottonseed oil consumed in 
the United States is used for edible purposes, primarily in the 
manufacture of lard substitutes. Cottonseed oil, because of the 
better price that can be obtained for its use in food produ~ 
ha.s a very limited use for inedible purposes and has been re
placed by cheaper oils. It can therefore be seen that any com
petition to domestic vegetable oils from imported oils is largely 
in the manufacture of edible products. 

Linseed oil may be replaced by soya-bean oil to a limited 
extent in the manufacture of paints, linoleum, and oilcloth. 
However, it is very inferior to linseed oil and will not be used 
unless the linseed oil exceeds it- very much in price. At the 
present time the linseed oil is lower than the soya-bean oil, and 
therefore soya-bean oil would not be used at all. 

In 1919 the quantity of soya-bean oil used in the paint and 
varnish industry was approximately 10 per cent of the linseed 
oil so used and was 5 per cent of the entire domestic pro
duction of linseed oil. But it will be remembered that at that 
time flaxseed, the raw pr-0duct, was from $4 to $5 per busheL 
It is therefore evident that, the replacement of domestic lin
seed oil by soya-bean oil is relatively small and bas definite 
limitations due to technical superiority of the former. 

The question as to protection on· vegetable oils narrows itself 
to competition with domestic cottonseed and peanut oils in 
the manufacture of edible products, and the more severe com
petition offered by those cheaper imported oils to the American. 
dairy industry. Although butter mu.st face competition from. 
butter substitutes made from domestic cottonseed oil, regard
less of the tariff, this competition becomes m<>re intense from 
substitutes made from cheaper imported oils-coconut and 
peanut. The committee therefore reached the conclusion that , 
if the proposed duties were , levied on imports of coconut, 
cottonseed, peanut, and soya-bean oils, when imported for. 
use in the manufacture of edible product.a. they would ade-
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quately protect the domestic oil indu "try a nd would sen-e as a 
stimulus to further developments of the dairy industry in the 
United States. 

We therefore propose this provi ion in the bill, which allows 
a rebate if the imported oils are not u ed for edible purposes. 
This would protect the dairy p:i;-oducts and a t the . .,,ame time 
give the soap manufacturers the benefit of tho e cheaper prod· 
ucts which they desire to use in order to maintain their export 
business. 

Mr. KING. :May I inquire of the Senator if the iuYE:'8tiga
tions of the committee did not di close the fact that the coco
nut and soy-bean and peanut oils imported into the United 
States are substantially all used in industrial concerns, or· for 
industrial purposes, and to that extent perhaps displace the 
higher grade domestic products which, in America, we are 
permitted to manufacture into edible products for export, and 
thus get control of the export market of t he world in animal 
and Yegetable fats? 

Mr. McCUl\IBER. No; I think that i s hardly accurate. 
They are used, of course, for both edible and unedible prod· 
ucts. They are used in the manufacture of oap; they are 
used in the manufacture of imitation but ter, and so forth; 
and by this proviso we protect the dairy interests of the coun
try against the use of the cheaper foreign oils to take t he 
place of butter fats, and at the ame t ime we do not in
terfere with the interests of the .,oap makers in their export 
trade. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think the able Senator from 
North Dakota bas not quite accurately tated all the facts with 
respect to the imported vegetable oils. I will qualify that. 
My information is that these vegetable oils which are im
ported-soya-bean, coconut, and a very little amount of peanut 
oil-are all used for industrial purpose • the oya bean par 
ticularly for the manufacture of soap. 

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Se~awr what cope he 
desires to give t-0 the "tatement " for industrial purpose ., ? 
Of course, making butter is an industry. 

l\lr. KING. I did Iiot mean that making butter is an indus
trial purpose. I mean, principally. fo r ·oap. for automobiles. 
and so forth. 

Mr. McCUl\fBER. The enator mean for nonedible pur
poses? 

Mr. KING. Yes; for nonedible purposeu 
Mr. McCUMBER. Of course, that would be crue of soy 

bean oil, but I think it would not be t rue of coconut oil. or 
of peanut oil, or other oils used in the manufacture of edible 
products. 

l\Ir. KING. I have not time to refer to all the information 
and the data which I have here, but the statement in the data 
I have show, as I now recall, that substantially all the soy-bean 
oil and the coconut oil and the peanut oil is use.._1 for soap 
purposes and for industrial purposes-that is. for nonedible 
purposes-and by using those oils for tho e purposes, it liber
ates the edible oils and the animal fats produced in the United 
States for the production of butter fats and other edible prod
ucts not only for use at home but for export, and as a re ult 
we have secured the markets of the world. 

The effect of a tariff duty such a thi would be the same 
as the result of the emergency tariff act, which diverted the ·e 
industrial vegetable oils from the United States to Europe. 
There many of them were manufactured into edible products, 
though the edible products were inferior to the edible products 
which we would haYe sent to .Europe, but because of the neces
sities of the people they were compelled to utilize tho e oils for 
that purpose. Now, every pound of oriental oil that is rliverted 
from America and sent to Europe is an injury to the cotton .. eed 
growP-rs of the South and to the farmer , I might also say, of 
the United States. The result is that when the emergency 
tariff law was enacted ·there was only one purchaser in 
the Orient for the yegetable oils, and that wa Europe. Prior 
to that there were two purchaser ; that is, the competing 
oil men of the United States and the competing oil men of 
Europe. . 

That resulted in higher prices for the vegetable oils of the 
Orient, and the higher prices of the oils in the Orient were re
flected in the United States and higher prices were paid for 
the oils produced here. But just as soon as the emergency 
tariff law was enacted, so that the producers of the oriental oil 
had only one market, to wit, Europe, their price went down. 

- There was no competition in t!ie bidding, and with the lowering 
of their prices, because there was only one bidder, to wit, Eu-· 
rope, those lower prices were reflected in diminished prices 
hero .a.nd the cottonseed men .of the South obtained a less price 
for tlrnir oil than they otherwise would have received. 

What was the result? Those oils which would have come to 
the United States and have largely entered into indush·ial u es 
were ...,ent to Europe and there manufactured into edible prod· 
ucts, .and the American oil men and shippers of edible and in
edible oil products lost a large part of their market. So in tead 
of the emergency ta riff law being a benefit to the oil producers 
of the United .States, either the producers of vegetable oils or 
the producers of animal fats, it was a detriment. · 

There was also another injury which resulted from this pro
cedure. When we import those oils from the Orient we must 
r efine them. That furni~hes work for ·a large number of people. 
As stated, that oil goes into soap and into other inedible prod
ucts of the lJnited States. So American manufacturer antl 
American employees were injure-ct by the exclusion of these oils 
which formerly were brought from the Orient. It is absurd to 
say that there is any benefit to the producer of these animal 
fats ur vegetable oils by the imposition of the tariff duty when, 
as everybody knows, the United States is a great field for the 
production of animal fat , as well a for the development of 
vegetable oils. 

I call attention now to a chart which I have here, which cor
roborates, I think, the tatement · I have made. 

Mr. .McCU:MBER. Mr. President, before introducing the 
chart will the Senator yield to me to present a unanimous
consent request? 

Mr. KING. Certainl:r. 
Mr. :.\fcCIDIBER. r' .ask unanimous consent that when tlle 

Senate close its ses ion on this calendar day it take a rece~::; 
\Intil to-morrow at 11 o·clock a. m. 

The PRESIDI"XG OFFICER. Without objection, it i · so 
ordered. 

Mr. KI~G. May I inquire of the Senutor if he expects to 
get a vote thi ~ eYening? It will take me some time to analyze 
this chart. · 

Mr. ~IcCUMBER. I do not think we can get u rnte to
night upon thi paragraph. So I was about to a k for a sllort 
executive seEdon. 

)fr. KI~G. Yery well; I shall be glad to yield for that 
purpo~ e. 

RITER AXD IT.A.RBOB Il1PROVEME~~ TS. 

Mr. JOXES of Washington. I de ire to submit a report 
from the Committee on Commerce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be received. 

l\fr. JO:NES of Washington. From the Committee on Com
merce I report back favorably with amendments the bill (II. R. 
10i66) authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation 
of· cert ain public works on rivers and harbor~ , and for other 
purposes, and I submit a report (No. 813) thereon. 

I invite the attention of Senator to the measure. It doe 
not appropriate any money; it simply adopts projects, making 
appropriations in order. There are two amendments whicll 
the committee have made to the bill, to which there will po -

ibly be opposition. I know that we can not pass the measure 
unless it can be done without taking very much time. I could 
not ask the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. l\IcCuMBER], in 
charge of the tariff bill, to lay a "ide that bill unless I could 
a ure him that the.re would be wry little discussion on the 
river and harbor measure. So I hope that Senators will ex
amine the an1endrnents which are made to the bill in order 
that we can probably ascertain some time in the near future 
about what length of time it will take to pass the bill. A.a I 
said, if I find we can pass it in probably an hour or such a 
matter, I shall confer "ith the ... enator from Xorth Dakota 
about it . 

Mr. LE~'"ROOT. I hon.Id like to a sk the Senator from Wash
ington whether the report filed by the committee present a com
prehensive explanation of the two amendments to which he ha 
referred? 

.Mr . JONES of Washington. It doe not co•er them exten
sively, but it bring" out the salient facts, I think. 'vith reference. 
to each one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be ph1retl on the 
calendar. 

EXEC-C::TIVE S E SSION. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
ideratio11 of executive bu inesB. . 
The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 

consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive ~ ession the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock and 
15 minute p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made, 
took a reces until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 11, 1922, at 11 
o'clock a. m. 
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NOMINATIONS. 

Efl'erufive fl,ominations received b11 the · Senate July 10 (1egis
latit'e day of April 20), 1922. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS. 
Fred A. Bradley, of Buffalo, N. Y., to be collector of customs 

for customs collection district No. 9, with headquarters at 
Buffalo, N. Y., in place of George G. Davidson, jr., whose term 
of office will expire July 15, 1922. 

NAVAL OFFICER OF CUSTOMS. 
Joseph W. Pascoe, of Easton, Pa., to be naval officer of <:us

toms in collection district No. 11, with headquarters at Phila
delphia, Pa., to fill an existing vacancy. 

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE. 
Edwin 1il Winters, of Alabama, to be register of the land 

office at Montgomery, Ala. . 
J,ouis W. Burford, of Colorado, to be register of the land 

office at Del Norte, Colo. · 
Edgar T. Conquest, of Colorado, to be register of the land 

office at Sterling, Colo. 
Charles n. Smith, of Colorado, to be register of the land 

office at Durango, Colo. 
·Fred C. Stoddard, of Montana, to be register of the land office 

at l\1issoula, Mont. 

PROMOTIO - IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
MEDICAL CORPS. 

To be capta4n. 
First Lieut. William Le Roy Thompson, Medical Corps, from 

July G, 1922. 

A.PPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 

AIR SERVICE. 

Fir, t Ueut. Donald Frank Stace, Coast Artillery Corps, with 
rnnk from July 2, 1920. · 

COAST ARTILLF.RY CORPS. 

First Lieut~ Joe David Moss, Field Artillery, with rank from 
October'"7, 1919. 

CONFIRMATIONS. 

E.rcrutii·e norninations confinned by the Senate July 10 Ueuis
lative da.y of April 20), 1922. 

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 
Robert Bruce Milroy to be register of the land office, Yakima, 

Wm:h. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 

Clarence Charles Williams to be Chief of Ordnance, with 
rank of major general. 

Joseph Frank Janda to be colonel, Adjutant General's De
partrnent. 

Louis Stewart Chappelear to be lieutenant colonel, Adjutant 
General's Department. 

Richard Kerr Cravens to l>e lieutenant colonel, Adjutant Gen
eral's Department. 

Robert Whitfield to be lieutenant colonel, Adjutant General's 
Department. 

Andrew Jackson White to be major, Adjutant General's De
partment. 

Eugene Ross Householder to be major, Adjutant General's 
Departmenf. 

E<lward Roth, jr., to be major, Adjutant General's Depart-
ment. 

Pnul Theodore Bock to be major, Air Service. 
Kenneth Mccatty to be captain, Coast Artillery Corps. 
'Villiam Anthony Woodllef to be captain, Adjutant General's 

Department. 
Sherman Robert Ingram to be captain, Veterinary Corps. 
Morton Donald Adams to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 

Oorps. 
Stephen Richard Wood to be chaplain, with rank of major. 
Henry JoHette Gelger to be chaplain, with rank of captain. 

POSTMASTERS, 

ARIZONA, 
ratl'ick D. Ryan, Fort Huachuca. 

ll,LINOIS. 

William L. McKenzie, Elizabeth. 
l\lancel Talcott, Waukegan. 

LOUISIANA. 
Novilla T. King, Simsboro. 

NEBRASKA. 

Elmer W. Couch, Henry. 
Mildred E. Johnson, Mead. 

NEW JERSEY, 

Edmund A. Kenney, River Edge. 
Jennie l\fadden, Tuckahoe. 

NORTH CAROLINA. 

Sadie 1\1. Mullen, Huntersville. 

SENATE. 
TUESDAY, Jitly 11, 19~~. 

(Legislative day of Thm:sday, April 20, 1922.) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

The Vice President being absent, the President pro tem
pore (Mr. CUMMINS) took the chair. 

'IHE TARIFF, 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus
tries of the United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. l\fcLEAN. Mr. President. on yesterday in my tempo
rary absence the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING] took occasion· 
again to refer to the effect of protection upon the industries in 
some of the Eastern States, and especially in the State of Con· 
necticut. I agree with him as to the effect of a protective tariff 
upon the great industrial States of the country that have " pros
pered enormously," as he says, but I do not agree with him in 
some of the conclusions which he reached in regard to the effect 
of protection upon the workingmen of the country who are 
engaged in the manufacturing industries. The Senator from 
Utah took occasion, among other things, to. say: 

The steel interests and the textile interests in the past have been 
beneficiaries of the tariff system, and they have grown rich at the 
expense of the people by reason of the tariff rates which have been 
imposed. 

I am quoting from page 10109 of yesterday's RECORD. 
Mr. President, the fact that this is the greatest and richest 

Nation in the world, pays by far the highest wages in the 
world, and the further fact that a day's work in this country 
will buy anywhere from three to six times as large an amount 
of the basic necessities of life as a day's work will buy in 
many other countries in the world, would seem to justify the 
Senator from Utah, when he discusses the demerits of the 
protective system, in devoting a few moments to this discussion 
of the merits of the system as demonstrated by the industrial 
record of the country under protective tariff. 

The Senator went on to say: 
Several days ago I was discussing the tariff, and alluded to a num

ber of States which had been particular beneficiaries of high tariffs. 
I alluded among others to the State of Connecticut. The able Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN) challenged some of the statements 
which I made. I then said that protection undoubtedly had enriched 
some in his State, but that the great wealth of Connecticut, Rhode 
Island and certain protected States was in the hands of a limited 
number of corporations and individuals. I called attention to the 
strikes in the mills of bis State, to the impoverishment of the people 
at work in the mills. 

I do not remember that the Senator specified any particular 
strike in Connecticut. I did not know that there was any 
strike now existing in Connecticut of any consequence. 

Mr. KING. l\Ir. President, will the Senator yield? 
l\fr. McLEAN. Certainly. 
l\fr. KING. I spoke in the past, that there had been strikes, 

a great many strikes. I did not speak of any in the present. 
l\fr. l\IcLEAN. Oh, it probably is true that there have been 

strikes in Connecticut in the past, but I think there is no 
State in the Union whose record is freer fro}Il serious strikes 
than the State of Connecticut, and it is because, as I shall 
undertake to show later, that the wages paid in Connecticut 
are probably as high as those paid in any community on earth 
for similar services. 

I quote further from the Senator's remarks of yesterday, 
where he said that these strikes resulted in the impoverishment 
of the people at work in the mills, and where he called at
tention-
to the poverty which existed, and called attention to the fact that the 
Republicans liad by their legislation made it possible for certain in
dustries to reap enormous profits, and that those industries had driven 
out the American workmen and bad imported labor from abroad and 
forced the wages of the worker down until the wages paid were so 
pitifully small that poverty and, in too many instances, gaunt hunger 
were the constant companions of the employees. 
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